
Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
Office of Air Quality 

Addendum to the Technical Support Document (ATSD) for a 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permi '--------:·· 

Source Name: 
Source Location: 
County: 
SIC Code: 

Operation Permit No.: 
Permit Reviewer: 

Source Background and Description 

Riverview Energy Corporation 
4704 E 2000 N, Dale, IN 47523 
Spencer 
2911 (Petroleum Refining), 2999 (Products of 
Petroleum and Coal, Not Elsewhere Classified) 
T143-39554-00065 
Douglas Logan, P.E. 

On October 24, 2018, the Office of Air Quality (OAQ) had a notice published in The Journal-Democrat, 
Spencer, Indiana, stating that Riverview Energy Corporation (herein referred to as "Riverview", "Riverview 
Energy", "Riverview Energy Corporation", and "REC") had applied for a PSD/New Source Construction 
and Part 70 Operating Permit to construct and operate a direct coal hydrogenation (OCH) facility to 
convert coal to liquid fuels. The notice also stated that the OAQ proposed to issue a PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit for this operation and provided information on how the public 
could review the proposed permit and other documentation. Finally, the notice informed interested 
parties that the period to provide comments on whether or not this permit should be issued as proposed 
ended on December 10, 2018 

On December 5, 2018, a public hearing was held at Heritage Hills High School, 3644 E CR 1600 N, 
Lincoln City, Indiana 47552 regarding the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit for this operation. 

IDEM, OAQ thanks the all of the commenters and attendees at the public hearing for their interest in the 
proposed permit and their participation in the permit review process. 

The Technical Support Document (TSO) is used by IDEM, OAQ for historical purposes. IDEM, OAQ does 
not make any changes to the original TSO, but the Permit will have the updated changes. The comments 
and revised permit language are provided below with deleted language as strikeouts and new language 
balded. 

Public Hearing Statements and IDEM Responses 

Statements made by the public hearing attendees and IDEM responses are included as Appendix D to 
this ATSD. The IDEM responses in Appendix D refer back to the General Statements and IDEM 
Responses section below. 

General Statements and IDEM Responses 

General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change: 

Many commenters expressed concern regarding greenhouse gas emissions, also referred to as 
carbon or carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, and their effect on human health and the environment 
(e.g., climate change, global warming, heat stress to animals, stronger tornados/storms/ 
hurricanes, increased precipitation and associated flooding, crop damage/losses, more drought 
and associated reduced crop yields, food shortages, forest/brush fires, and soil erosion, higher 
incidence of crop diseases and pests, and higher incidence of human/animal diseases from 
mosquitos and ticks). 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 

lude somewhere a discussion 
above the SIL 

Commented [LD2R1]: 5110 
seem to be 3 places where that usage is on us, twice in 
GHG general response (edited 5110) and once in travel 
distance (edited 5113 after talking to Mark) 

other seven were in comments 

I think that the response to general statement 11 
(Nathan) explains what "significant impact" has to 
mean for us 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan. PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change: 

IDEM, OAQ understands the commenters concern regarding greenhouse gas emissions and their 
effect on human health and the environment. 

IDEM, OAQ has limited authority to regulate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Due to a ruling 
by the United States Supreme Court on June 23, 2014, in the case of Utility Air Regulatory Group 
v. EPA, 134 S. Ct. 2427 (2014) (available at [ HYPER LINK 
"https:l/www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/13pdf/12-1146_ 4g18.pdf" ]), IDEM, OAQ cannot 
consider GHG emissions alone to determine operating permit applicability or Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration applicability to any new source of air pollution emissions or any 
modification at an existing source. However, the Supreme Court's decision left in place 
regulations that required sources already subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
requirements for other pollutants subject to regulation {i.e., "anyway sources"), to also undergo 
PSD Best Available Control Technology {BACT) review for GHG emissions, if they emitted GHGs 
in amounts equal to or greater than t-he--PSD-&ign-ifiGanGe--leve4-ol'-75,000 tons per year of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions that EPA established as the significant amount in the 
T_<J_il9_ring Rule (75 FR 3'1514). Carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2e is defined at 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) 98.6. Since this source is subject to PSD BACT for PM, PM 10 , PM 2_5, 

SO2, NOx, VOC, and CO, and the GHG emissions are greater than the PSD-&igi,if-isanoe
hvBlTailoring Rule "significant amount", then GHG emissions are also subject to PSD BACT. 
The permit includes the PSD BACT requirements that limit GHG {CO2e) emissions in conditions 
D.3.1 {f){4), D.4.1 {m), D.5.1 (g), D.7.1(g), D.9.1 (d), and D.10.1 {h). The PSD BACT analysis for 
GHG emissions is included in Appendix B of this Addendum to the Technical Support Document 

(ATSD)-~· ----------------------------~ 

IDEM has no authority to create any permit limits or measures in excess of what is legally 
required for a regulated source. The Indiana air permitting requirements that are applicable to 
this source are part of our state implementation plan (SIP) that is approved by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Environmental laws are enacted by the Indiana 
legislature. The legislature has also given rulemaking authority to the Indiana Environmental 
Rules Board. More information about the rulemaking process is available at [ HYPERLINK 
"http://www.in.gov/idem/4087.htm"] on IDEM's Website. 

Information regarding human health and climate change is available at [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.epa.gov/climate-research/human-health-and-climate-change-research" ] on U.S. 
EPA's website. U.S. EPA released its Fourth National Climate Assessment in November 2018. 
The report is available at [ HYPER LINK "https://www.globalchange.gov/browse"] on the U.S. 
Global Change Research Program website. The U.S. Global Change Research Program 
(USGCRP) is a federal program mandated by Congress to coordinate Federal research and 
investments in understanding the forces shaping the global environment, both human and 
natural, and their impacts on society. 

General Statement 2 - Particulate Matter: 

Many commenters expressed concern regarding emissions of particulate matter from the 
proposed source. 

IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matter: 

IDEM, OAQ recognizes that air emissions, including particulate matter emissions and fugitive 
dust, are of great concern to the commenters and other local residents. 

IDEM, OAQ issues air pollution permits to facilities that emit regulated levels of pollutants to the 
air. Permits require sources to comply with all health-based and technology-based standards 
established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Indiana Environmental 
Rules Board. If the information provided by the applicant in an air permit application indicates that 
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that the Permittee will be able to comply with all permit requirements, IDEM is required by law to 
issue the air permit 

The permit includes the following requirements related to particulate matter emissions and 
fugitive dust: 

• Permit Condition C.2 - Opacity requires the source to comply with opacity limits under 
326 IAC 5-1-2; 

• Permit Condition C.5 - Fugitive Dust Emissions prohibits the Permittee from allowing 
fugitive dust to escape beyond the property line or boundaries of the property, right
of-way, or easement on which the source is located, in a manner that would violate 
326 Indiana Administrative Code (IAC) 6-4. 

• Sections D.1 through D.13 and E.1 through E.17 contain applicable particulate matter 
(PM/PM 1 O/PM2.5) limitations and standards for various emissions units. These 
sections also contain any applicable control device operating requirements, 
monitoring requirements, testing requirements, and associated record keeping and 
reporting requirements to assure that all permit limitations are enforceable as a 
practical matter and to assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with all 
applicable state and federal rules on a continuous basis. 

Particulate matter emissions, as well as all other regulated air emissions from the source, are 
described on pages 24 through 26 of the Technical Support Document (TSO). The TSO was part 
of the permit documents provided during the public notice period and is available at [ 
HYPERLINK "https://permits.air.idem.in.gov/39554d.pdf"] on IDEM's website. The first table on 
page 25 is labeled "Part 70: Uncontrolled PTE (tons/year)" and shows the amount of each 
regulated air emission that the source would emit if there were no permit requirements. This is the 
source's Potential to Emit (PTE). The second table on page 25 is labeled "Source-Wide 
Emissions after Issuance (ton/year)" and shows emissions after issuance of the permit Please 
refer to the TSO more extensive information regarding these emissions. 

The PSD BACT analysis for particulate matter emission (PM/PM1 O/PM2.5) is included in 
Appendix B of this Addendum to the Technical Support Document (ATSD). 

General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit: 

Many commenters expressed opposition to issuing the permit and many commenters expressed 
support for issuing the permit 

IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit: 

IDEM's mission is to implement federal and state regulations to protect human health and the 
environment while allowing for environmentally sound operations of industrial, agricultural, 
commercial, and government activities vital to a prosperous economy. 

IDEM, OAQ issues air pollution permits to facilities that emit regulated levels of pollutants to the 
air. Permits require sources to comply with all health-based and technology-based standards 
established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Indiana Environmenta I 
Rules Board. If the information provided by the applicant in an air permit application indicates that 
that the Permittee will be able to comply with all permit requirements, IDEM is required by law to 
issue the air permit 

The proposed permit contains all health-based and technology-based standards established by 
the U.S. EPA and the Indiana Environmental Rules Board, which will limit the amount of 
emissions from the facility to the very lowest level allowed by law. In addition, IDEM, OAQ 
performed an air quality analysis for this proposed facility that concluded that the proposed facility 
will not pose a threat to public health or the environment (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the 
revised air quality analysis in its entirety). 
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This proposed permit for Riverview Energy Corporation is protective of human health and the 
environment and will allow for environmentally sound operations that may support a prosperous 
economy. 

IDEM OAQ handles all air permit applications on an objective, consistent, and impartial basis. 
IDEM, OAQ staff are expected to comply with all applicable state ethics rules and policies. They 
strive to draft air permit documents and associated calculations/analyses that are thorough, 
accurate, and that contain all applicable state and federal requirements. All permit limitations are 
federally enforceable as a practical matter and protective of human health and the environment. 

All of Indiana's air pollution control rules are contained in Title 326 of the Indiana Administrative 
Code, which is available at [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/legislative/iac/iac_title?iact=326"] on 
the Internet. For information on how to get involved in Indiana's Environmental Rulemaking 
Process, please go to [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/legal/2334.htm"] on IDEM's 
website. 

General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, 
Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, Costs/Technology Issues, Funding 
Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water 
Pollution, and Land Pollution: 

Many commenters expressed the source would have a negative impact on the following issues 
(with a summary of the comments provided for each issue): 

• Employment - the source will only provide minimum-wage jobs; jobs might not be 
union jobs; additional local job opportunities are not needed since unemployment is 
low and there are too many other local job openings; jobs will not be green jobs; 
construction workers will travel here to work on the construction of the plant, but they 
will not live here or improve our local economy; the source will not retain or attract 
highly educated, environmentally concerned workers to Indiana;. 

• Quality of Life - the source would have a negative effect on the quality of life in the 
local area (tranquility, visible beauty, landscapes, relaxing atmosphere); 

• Noise, Odor, Light Pollution - the source would be a "nuisance" due to 
noise/sound, odor, and light/visual pollution; 

• Safety - the source would be unsafe due to risks of fire, explosion, earthquake, 
tornado, operator error, or equipment failure; emergency personnel in this area will 
be ill-equipped to handle an emergency situation at this plant. 

• Traffic - the source would cause addition truck and rail traffic in the local area; 
• Property Values - the source would cause reduced property values and reduced 

property tax revenues; the source would cause citizens to move away and no new 
residents will replace them; 

• Tourism - the source would have a negative impact on tourism and its associated 
revenues at national and state parks and landmarks, campgrounds, trails, forests, 
religious landmarks, golf courses; 

Many commenters expressed the permit should not be approved for the following reasons: 

• Zoning - the source property should not be zoned for industrial use; rural areas, 
farmland, wilderness, and recreational areas are being lost to industrial-use areas; 

• Sustainability Issues - the source will use a process/technology that is not 
environmentally sustainable; the source will be dependent on fossil fuels/coal 
reserves that will be depleted in the future; the source will not utilize renewable 
sources of energy such as wind and solar; the source will not use a "green" 
technology, the source will have a large carbon footprint and increase 
CO2/greenhouse gases and global warming/climate change; 
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• Costs/Technology Issues - the source will use a process that is not technologically 
feasible or will be cost prohibitive (not cost effective/viable); the source will use the 
wrong type of process/technology; the source will use a process/technology that is 
old/outdated (not modern); the source will use a process that has never been proven 
in the United States; the source will be dependent on uncertain petroleum markets 
(diesel fuel demand); the plant will go bankrupt, because the technology is not 
feasible and not sustainable, and the local government and residents will have to pay 
for any site clean-up, back taxes, and associated legal fees; tax revenues will not be 
available to fix roads, since it will be used up for tax abatements for the source; the 
energy markets will change in the near future and wind and solar will be cheaper than 
coal, gas, and oil; 

• Funding Uncertainties - investors for the plant are unknown; Riverview has not yet 
acquired the funding/money to build and operate the plant; the proposed plant is a 
scam for a few business people to get rich on government (taxpayer's) subsidies; 

• Profits - the majority of the profits from the plant will go to non-local 
persons/companies/shareholders/Board of Directors, not to the local economy or 
workers; the state and/or local government officials value jobs and money over the 
health, safety, and wellbeing of local citizens and the environment; 

• Possible Future Expansion - the source may expand operations or increase 
production in the future; 

• Possible Future Violations - the source may have future violations of environmental 
law; 

• Water Usage - the source will require 1.8 million gallons of groundwater to be 
pumped from an aquifer of the Ohio River, with used wastewater treated and pumped 
back to the aquifer, but it is not known how the wastewater will be treated, if there will 
be any groundwater contamination, who will pay for the water pipe, and why the 
source can't reuse the wastewater; 

• Water Pollution - the source may result in water pollution or may violate water 
pollution regulations; 

• Land Pollution - the source may result in land pollution. 

IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, Light 
Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, Possible 
Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution: 

Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, and 
Tourism 

IDEM, OAQ recognizes that construction of any new industrial facility can raise concerns about 
potential negative impacts with respect to employment, quality of life, noise, odor, light pollution, 
safety, traffic, property values, and tourism. However, IDEM, OAQ does not have legal authority 
to deny an air permit or to include additional permit terms that are based on concerns about these 
potential negative impacts. 

Persons that consider noise, odor, light pollution, and/or traffic from a source to be a" nuisance" 
as defined under Indiana Code IC 32-30-6 (Chapter 6. Nuisance Actions) can bring an action to 
abate or enjoin the nuisance pursuant to provisions of IC 32-30-6. Under IC 32-30-6-6, 
"Nuisance described and considered subject to an action" is defined. Under IC 32-30-6-7, any 
person whose property is injuriously affected or whose personal enjoyment is lessened by a 
nuisance can bring an action to abate or enjoin the nuisance. Indiana nuisance law does not 
require IDEM, OAQ to make a determination whether a source could be a "nuisance" as defined 
by IC 32-30-6, and does not authorize IDEM, OAQ to deny an air permit based on a 
determination of possible future nuisance. 

Several commenters expressed specific concern about the odor of hydrogen sulfide (H2S) 
emissions. Additional notes have been added to the calculations explaining that the H2S 
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concentration of 10 ppmvd (parts per million by volume, dry basis) is considered a conservative, 
worst case emission factor to determine whether PSD BACT requirements are applicable to the 
pollutant. The petroleum refining NSPS, 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja, limits H2S emissions from 
reduction control systems not followed by incineration to 10 ppmvd, and because the source will 
use a reduction control system followed by incineration, actual H2S emissions are expected to be 
much lower. The permit does not include limits on H2S emissions from the sulfur recovery 
process because the uncontrolled potential to emit H2S, using the 10 ppmvd emission factor, is 
less than 10 tons per year; therefore the potential to emit H2S after issuance value included in the 
emissions summary tables is shown as the vvorst-case uncontrolled value. Recognizing of course 
that the perception of odor is highly variable, nevertheless the combination of incinerator 
destruction efficiency and dispersion makes H2S unlikely to present noticeable odors around the 
source. Because the source will use a reduction control system (converting sulfur to H2S, 
followed by amine scrubbing with recycle to the reactor furnace) followed by incineration, actual 
H2S emissions after incineration controls are expected to be significantly lower than the value of 
5.11 tons per year considered as the potential to emit and negative impacts to the local area due 
to H2S odor is not anticipated. 

Zoning, Sustainability Issues, Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, and Possible 
Future Expansion 

IDEM, OAQ also understands that residents that live in an area with the prospect of industrial 
expansion will have concerns with the propriety of the zoning and the possibility of possible future 
expansion. Additionally, IDEM, OAQ also understands that some residents have a general 
concern that the source would be environmentally unsustainable or economically/technologically 
infeasible and the possibility that profit from the proposed plant will go out of state. IDEM's 
authority does not allow the air permits to address these types of issues. 

Possible Future Violations 

IDEM, OAQ understands that residents have concern that the proposed plant could result 
possible future violations of environmental law However, court cases in Indiana support the 
proposition that an initial permit cannot be denied due to an allegation of possible future violations 
of environmental law See Talara Lykins - CAFO, 2007 OEA 114, DeGroot Dairy CFO, 2006 
OEA 1, Kyle Hall, 2008 OEA 100, which can be found at the following website: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/oea/2335.htm"] 

IDEM, OAQ encourages residents to contact an IDEM, OAQ compliance inspector if they witness 
or have evidence of any compliance related concerns with this operation. An IDEM OAQ 
compliance inspector will investigate complaints, perform any necessary observations or 
inspections of the source, determine if a violation of a permit term or condition has occurred, take 
appropriate action when a violation is observed, and initiate any necessary actions to bring to 
source back into compliance with applicable permit conditions and state and fed era I rules and 
regulations. The current compliance inspector for each county in Indiana can be found at the 
following website: [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2418.htm" ]. The current IDEM 
OAQ compliance inspector for Spencer County is Daniel Roos, who may be contacted by 
telephone at (812) 380-2309 or toll free (888) 672-8323 an ask for Daniel Roos or by e-mail at 
droos@idem. IN .gov. 

If the commenter or citizens have complaints and issues with the source with respect to 
compliance with its air permit, complaints can be submitted to IDEM three (3) different ways: 

1. Online at: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/5274.htm" ]; 
2. Through the Complaint Coordinator at (800) 451-6027 ext 24464; or 
3. By printing, completing, and mailing a paper-based Complaint Submission Form 

(Available under Agency Forms at: [ HYPER LINK 
"http://www.in.gov/idem/5157.htm"]) 
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IDEM, OAQ and U.S. EPA inspections are unannounced. IDEM, OAQ normally inspects major 
sources on an annual basis. IDEM, OAQ will make more frequent inspections on a case-by-case 
basis based on the compliance history of the source and any public complaints received. During 
an inspection, the IDEM, OAQ inspector will perform a records review, and inspect the facility 
operations, to determine if the source is in compliance with all air permit terms and conditions. 
Regular inspections, regular stack testing, along with compliance monitoring, record keeping and 
reporting, will allow IDEM, OAQ to determine if Riverview is in continuous compliance with all air 
permit terms and conditions. If noncompliance with any air permit condition is detected, IDEM, 
OAQ has a wide range of enforcement options including warnings, civil penalties, criminal 
charges and, in extreme cases, an injunction to cease operations at the facility. 

Water Usage 

With respect to the issued raised about potential water usage and water discharge/pollution to the 
Ohio River, these issues are outside the scope of this air pollution permit. Riverview will be 
required to obtain any applicable permit(s) from IDEM's Office of Water Quality (OWQ), which will 
contain all applicable state and federal rules and regulations related to water usage, discharge, 
and pollution. This proposed air permit only contains applicable state and federal rules and 
regulations related air pollution. 

Water Pollution and Land Pollution 

IDEM, OAQ understands that residents have concern that the proposed new source could result 
in water or land pollution. Riverview will be required to obtain applicable permits from IDEM's 
Office of Land Quality (OLQ) and Office of Water Quality (OWQ), which will contain all applicable 
state and federal rules and regulations related to land and water pollution. This proposed air 
permit only contains applicable state and federal rules and regulations related air pollution. 

General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact of Additional Air Pollution 
from this Source: 

Many commenters expressed concern over the local air quality, its effect on human health, and 
the impact of additional air pollution from this source on human health and the environment. 

IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact of 
Additional Air Pollution from this Source: 

IDEM, OAQ relies on the scientific expertise of U.S. EPA which has developed the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect public health and the environment. Since U.S. 
EPA has classified Spencer County as attainment or unclassifiable in Indiana for all criteria 
pollutants, ambient air pollution levels in Spencer County are not considered harmful to human 
health, including the health of sensitive persons, such as asthmatics, children and the elderly. 

In addition, data provided below from the US Department of Health and Human Services, Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH) do 
not support commenter claims that the rates of asthma-related health effects, cancer incidence, 
or cancer mortality (death) are profoundly higher in all counties in southwest Indiana as compared 
to the Indiana (state-wide) rates. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Spencer County Attainment Status 

The federal Clean Air Act requires the U.S. EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants. These standards are set at levels that protect human health, 
including the health of sensitive persons, such as asthmatics, children and the elderly. The 
NAAQS are often referred to as the federal health standards for outdoor air. More information 
about these pollutants is available at [ HYPERLINK "https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants"] 
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on U.S. EPA's website. The complete table of the NAAQS can be found at [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table" ]. 

IDEM conducts sampling of the ambient air at monitoring stations around Indiana. This air 
monitoring is conducted to measure whether the NAAQS are being met Information about 
Indiana's air monitoring system and monitoring results is available at [ HYPERLINK 
"http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2346.htm" ]. Information about current and expected air 
pollution levels is on IDEM's SmogWatch site at [ HYPERLINK 
"http://www.in.gov/apps/idem/smog/" ] on the internet. For additional discussion regarding 
ambient air monitoring, see IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

The federal CAA requires that, no later than one year after promulgation of a new or revised 
NAAQS for any of the six criteria pollutants, the governor of each state must submit a list of all 
areas within their state indicating how each would be classified under the new or revised 
standard. The classification choices are: 

• Attainment: If air quality in an area meets the current NAAQS it is considered to be in 
"attainment", unless it contributes ambient air quality in a nearby area that does not 
meet the current NAAQS. 

• Nonattainment: If air quality in an area exceeds the current NAAQS, or contributes to 
ambient air quality in a nearby area that does not meet the current NAAQS, it is 
considered to be in "nonattainment". 

• Unclassifiable: If air quality data does not exist that enables an area to be deemed 
"attainment" or "nonattainment", it is considered to be "unclassifiable". 

326 IAC 1-2-86 defines "unclassifiable (unclassified) areas" as "[a] geographical area which 
cannot be classified as attainment or nonattainment on the basis of available information, but for 
the purpose of establishing emission limitations in the applicable rule. an area comparable to an 
attainment area." (emphasis added) 

Within one year of the governor's submittal, U.S. EPA announces a list of federally designated 
nonattainment areas. States may contest the designation of any areas with in their borders that 
were not included in their own submissions. The public has the opportunity to comment on 
proposed plans before U.S. EPA makes a final decision. 

Indiana attainment status designations are codified in the Code of Federal Regulations (C FR) at 
40 CFR 81.315, which can be found at the following website: [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-
idx?SI D=eed1 ca0ec6d31179af79405ddffaae05&mc=true&node=se40.18.81_ 1315&rgn=div8" ] 

Since U.S. EPA has classified Spencer County as attainment or unclassifiable in Indiana for all 
criteria pollutants, ambient air pollution levels in Spencer County are not considered harmful to 
human health, including the health of sensitive persons, such as asthmatics, children and the 
elderly. 

IDEM, OAQ performed an air quality analysis for this proposed facility (see Appendix C to this 
ATSD for the revised air quality analysis in its entirety). The modeling results for this proposed 
facility showed that pollutant concentrations were under the NAAQS and PSD increments for all 
averaging times and pollutants and thereby at a level that will be protective of public health and 
the environment in the surrounding area. 
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Health Statistics in Indiana, Southwest Indiana, and Spencer County 

To address concerns over the air quality in Spencer County and southwest Indiana, and its effect 
on the human health, IDEM, OAQ has provided asthma and cancer data from the US Department 
of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the 
Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH). 

1. Asthma Prevalence in the United States and Indiana 

The following information is provided on the CDC website at [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.cdc.gov/asthma/brfss/2016/tableC1 .htm" ]. 

2cr1 6 /\duit Asthrna Ddta: Fn::,iak::nc.e i abk.:s an(J rv1 
Table Cl 
Adult* Self Reported Current Asthma Prevalence 
and Number by State or Territory, BRFSS 2016 

State Sample Size § 

* Aged 18+ yea ts 

Prevalence 

(Percent) 

8,9 

10,2 

Standard 

Error 

0.08 

0.42 

%%Cl 

(Percent) 

{3.7-9. n 
(9.3-1 LO) 

** U.S, Total includes SD st~:ites plus the Distr:ct of ColumbiJ and exc:ucjes ti'1e th:--ee i:erdtories. 

• C: denotes -co:-f:den,ce intf:rvaL 
§ Sample size 1s the nurr:ber of resporider:ts reported cut-r-ent asth:--r1.a 

Asthma and Cornmurdty Health Branch, Nation di Center· for Environmental Hea:th 

Cerite:-:, for D:sease Contrn! and Pt·evennon 

The following information is provided on the CDC website at [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.cdc.gov/asthma/brfss/2016/mapC1 .htm"]. 

M;ipC1 

h:>c:tnot€': :·{ang.es am b2.sed on qi.int-1€-s trft:":£: ():'/€-ra!i µreva:ence 9.sfrr-:atBs from ye-ar 20: 1 ct.at.~, 
Alf Polk:t:():n and RBspi:'atoiy Health Br,:H~c:~:. Natic,02.l CBt:te: for E~vfronmt<nt.al ~ealt:~: 
CE::~·t,:-rs fG~ e::sb35<:~ (('.intro! and PH~VE::~f,)n 
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The CDC data above indicate that the 2016 adult self-reported current asthma prevalence in 
Indiana (10.2%) was higher than the national average (8.9%), but was similar to several other 
states with asthma prevalence greater than 9.9% (CT, HI, KY, MA, ME, Ml, MO, NH, NM, OK, 
OR, PA, PR, RI, TN, VT, VW). 

2. Asthma Hospital Emergency Department Visits and Hospital Admissions 

The following information is provided on the CDC website at 
[ HYPER LINK "https://www.cdc.gov/asthma/national-surveillance-data/healthcare
use.htm%232015edv"] 

Table B. Emergency department visits (ED) with asthma as the primary diagnosis per 10,000 
population by selected patient characteristics· United States 2014 

Standard Error of 
Weighted No. Weighted No. of Rate per 10,000 

Characteristics of Visits visits population' (SE) 

Total 2,024,408 256,718 64.5 (8.2) 
Child (aged 0-17 years)t 936,326 153,733 127.5 (20.9) 

Adult (aged 18+ years)§ 1,088,082 151,620 45.3 (6.3) 

Sex 

Male 1,124,154 166,027 73.4 (10.8) 

Female 900,254 128,235 56.1 (8.0) 
Race, not considering 
ethnicity 

White 1,173,915 177,221 48.3 (7.3) 
Black 808,508 169,230 198.3 (41.5) 

Other~ - - -
Ethnicity 

Hispanic or Latino 424,511 110,206 77.6 (20.1) 

Not Hispanic or Latino 1,599,897 201,334 61.8 (7.8) 

U.S. Census Region 

Northeast 535,724 140,784 96.7 (25.4) 
Midwest 584,251 155,325 87.5 (23.3) 
South 537,759 83,277 45.8 (7.1) 

West~ - - -
*Crude rate per 10,000 population and SE, standard error. 
tRate of child emergency department visits was calculated using the weighted number of 
visits for children aged 0-17 years and dividing it by the civilian non-institutionalized 
population for children aged 0-17 years per 10,000. 
§Rate of adult emergency department visits was calculated using the weighted number of 
visits for adults aged 18+ years divided by the civilian non-institutionalized population for 
adults aged 18+ years per 10,000. 
'Estimate is suppressed because relative standard error (RSE) of the estimate is >30%. 
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Table C. Number and rate of hospital inpatient stays with asthma as the primary diagnosis per 
10 000 population by selected patient characteristics· United States 2014 

Weighted No. of Rate per 10,000 
Characteristics Visits population* 
Total 339890 10.7 
Child (aged 0-17 years)t 103260 14 

Adult (aged 18+ years)§ 236498 9.7 
Sex 

Male 133845 8.5 
Female 206025 12.7 

U.S. Census Region 
Northeast 82785 14.7 
Midwest 77975 11.5 
South 124110 10.4 
West 55020 7.3 

*Crude rate per 10,000 population (Standard error (SE) is not available). 
tRate of child hospital inpatient stays was calculated using the weighted 
number of visits for children aged 0-17 years and dividing it by the civilian 
non-institutionalized population for children aged 0-17 years per 10,000. 
§Rate of adult hospital visits was calculated using the weighted number 
of visits for adults aged 18+ years divided by the civilian non-
institutionalized population for adults aged 18+ years per 10,000. 

The following asthma data and reports are provided on the Indiana State Department of Health 
(ISDH) Asthma Data and Reports website at [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/isdh/17279.htm"] 

1. Indiana Public Health District Asthma Profiles, June 2016 
[ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/isdh/files/District%20Asthma %20Profiles.pptx" ] 

The asthma profile for southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 10) specifies the following 
5-year (2010-2014) average rates: 

asthma emergency department visits 44.8 per 10,000 residents 
asthma hospital admissions 7.5 per 10,000 residents 

2. County Emergency Department Visit and Hospitalization Rates, 2015 
[ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/files/2015%20Co unty%20E D%20a nd %20H osp%20aa %20Rates 
.pdf" l 

This report contains the following rates for all Indiana residents (all ages) in 2015: 

asthma emergency department visits 47.4 per 10,000 residents 
asthma hospital admissions 8.7 per 10,000 residents 

This report also contains the following rates for southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 
10) county residents (all ages) in 2015: 

County Asthma Emergency Department Visits 
Per 10,000 Residents 

Crawford 24.6 
Daviess 47.2 
Dubois 5.6 
Gibson 47.4 
Knox 43.6 
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Asthma Emergency Department Visits 
Per 10,000 Residents 

15.0* 
73.8 
14.4* 
20.7 
22.5 
54.9 
30.1 

* Rates were considered unstable, since fewer than 20 
emergency department visits occurred in the county. 

County Asthma Hospital Admissions 
Per 10,000 Residents 

Crawford ¥ 
Daviess 5.1* 
Dubois 2.2* 
Gibson 4.0* 
Knox 2.3* 
Martin ¥ 
Perry 3.0* 
Pike ¥ 
Posey 11.9 
Spencer 5.4* 
Vanderburgh 11.1 
Warrick 6.2 
¥ The rates were not reported, since fewer than 5 
hospitalizations occurred in the county. 
* Rates were considered unstable, since fewer than 20 
hospitalizations occurred in the county. 

The CDC and ISDH data provided above indicate that the rate of asthma emergency department 
visits in southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 10) (44.8 per 10,000 residents) was lower than 
the Indiana state-wide rate (47.4 per 10,000 residents), lower than the Midwest Region rate (87.5 
per 10,000 residents), and lower than the national rate (64.5 per 10,000 residents). The rate of 
asthma emergency department visits for counties within southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 
10) were equal to or lower than then Indiana state-wide rate (47.4 per 10,000 residents), except 
Perry County (73.8 per 10,000 residents) and Vanderburgh County (54.9 per 10,000 residents). 

The CDC and ISDH data provided above indicate that the rate of asthma hospital admissions 
(hospital inpatient stays) in southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 10) (7.5 per 10,000 residents) 
was lower than the Indiana state-wide rate (8.7 per 10,000 residents), lower than the Midwest 
Region rate (11.5 per 10,000 residents), and lower than the national rate (10.7 per 10,000 
residents). The rate of asthma hospital admissions (hospital inpatient stays) for counties within 
southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 10) were equal to or lower than then Indiana state-wide 
rate (8.7 per 10,000 residents), except Posey County (11.9 per 10,000 residents) and 
Vanderburgh County (11.1 per 10,000 residents). 

The CDC and ISDH data provided above do not support commenter claims that rates of asthma
related health effects are profoundly higher in all counties in southwest Indiana as compared to 
the rates in Indiana (state-wide), the Midwest, or the nation. For most counties in southwest 
Indiana, rates of asthma-related health effects are lower or not statistically different than the 
Indiana (state-wide) rates. 

Additional information is provided on the ISDH Asthma Data and Reports website at [ 
HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/isdh/17279.htm"] 
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3. Cancer Prevalence and Deaths in the United States and Indiana 

The following information is provided on the CDC website at 
[ HYPER LINK "https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/63/wr/pdfs/mm6355a4.pdf"] 

The United States nation-wide cancer incidence rate (invasive cancer cases) in 2012 was 440.3 
per 100,000 persons. 

The CDC data above indicate that the 2012 cancer incidence rate (invasive cancer cases) in 
Indiana (439.4 per 100,000 persons) was similar to the overall national rate (440.3 per 100,000 
persons). 
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The CDC data above indicate that the number of 2012 cancer deaths in Indiana (184.2 per 
100,000 persons) was higher than the overall national rate (166.4 per 100,000 persons), but was 
similar to several other states with cancer incidence rates between 178. 8 and 201.2 per 100,000 
persons (AL, AR, IN, KY, LA, MO, MS, OH, OK, SC, TN, WV). 

The Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH) gathers data about cancer in Indiana by way of 
the Indiana State Cancer Registry in order to conduct epidemiologic surveys of cancer and to 
apply appropriate preventive and control measures. More information on the Indiana State 
Cancer Registry, including governing laws, policy and procedures, training and education 
materials, statics report generator, and cancer cluster information can be accessed from the 
following website: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/isdh/24968.htm" ]. 

ISDH provides on its website ([ HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/isdh/22689.htm"]) the following 
information on cancer rates in Indiana, including Southwest Indiana: 

1. Cancer Rates for Indiana's Public Health Districts, 2008-2012 
[ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/isdh/files/District_Report_081815.pdf"] 

The ISDH data provided in this report for 2008-2012 indicate that Indiana had a state
wide overall cancer incidence rate of 466.9 per 100,000 people and southwest Indiana 
(ISDH Health District 10) had a lower, but not statistically different, overall cancer 
incidence rate of 457.5 per 100,000 people. 

The ISDH data provided in this report for 2008-2012 indicate that Indiana had a state
wide overall cancer mortality rate of 187.3 per 100,000 people and southwest Indiana 
(ISDH Health District 10) had a statistically lower overall cancer mortality rate of 180.6 
per 100,000 people. 

2. Indiana Cancer Facts and Figures 2015 (the Indiana Cancer Consortium) 
[ HYPER LINK "http://indianacancer.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/lndiana-Cancer
Facts-and-Figures-2015_ web.pdf"] 
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This report contains the following data for southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 10) 
county residents (all ages) for 2008-2012: 

County All Cancers Incidence Rates 
Per 100,000 Residents* 

Indiana (state-wide) 466.6 
Crawford 479.5 
Daviess 438.9 
Dubois 445.0 
Gibson 450.3 
Knox 510.4 1' 
Martin 541.9 1' 
Perry 443.2 
Pike 425.1 
Posey 468.9 
Spencer 448.5 
Vanderburgh 445.3 1 
Warrick 476.2 
* Rates are per 100,000 people and age-adjusted to the 2000 US Standard 
Population 
f 1 symbols denote whether the county's rate is significantly different than the 

Indiana rate (466.6 per 100,000 residents) based on the 95% confidence interval 
overlap method. Because of limitations of this method, some of the counties 
without 1' 1 symbols could still have significantly different rates than the state. 

The ISDH data provided in the table above indicate that the 2008-2012 all cancers incidence 
rates for counties within southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 10) were not statistically different 
than then Indiana state-wide rate (466.6 per 100,000 residents), except Knox County (510.4 per 
10,000 residents), Martin County (541.9 per 10,000 residents), and Vanderburgh (445.3 per 
10,000 residents). 

County All Cancers Mortality (Death) Rates 
Per 100,000 Residents* 

Indiana (state-wide) 187.3 
Crawford 171.1 
Daviess 182.4 
Dubois 173.7 
Gibson 174.3 
Knox 181.0 
Martin 189.3 
Perry 212.7 
Pike 180.3 
Posey 165.2 
Spencer 181.0 
Vanderburgh 187.0 
Warrick 167.5 1 
* Rates are per 100,000 people and age-adjusted to the 2000 US Standard 
Population 
T 1 symbols denote whether the county's rate is significantly different than the 
Indiana rate (187.3 per 100,000 residents) based on the 95% confidence interval 
overlap method. Because of limitations of this method, some of the counties 
without 1' 1 symbols could still have significantly different rates than the state. 

The ISDH data provided in the table above indicate that the 2008-2012 all cancers mortality 
(death) rates for counties within southwest Indiana (ISDH Health District 10) were not statistically 
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different than then Indiana state-wide rate (187.3 per 100,000 residents), except Warrick County 
(167.5 per 10,000 residents). 

The CDC and ISDH data provided above do not support commenter claims that cancer incidence 
and/or cancer mortality (death) rates are profoundly higher in all counties in southwest Indiana as 
compared to the Indiana (state-wide) rates. For most counties in southwest Indiana, cancer 
incidence and/or cancer mortality (death) rates are lower or not statistically different than the 
Indiana (state-wide) rates. 

4. Additional Information on Cancer Clusters 

ISDH provides on its website ([ HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/isdh/26882.htm"]) the following 
cancer cluster information: 

A. Cancer Cluster Concerns in Indiana 
The term cancer cluster is used in several ways, with slightly different meanings. The official 
definition used by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), the National 
Cancer Institute, and other public health institutions is "a greater than expected number of 
cancer cases that occurs within a group of people in a geographic area over a defined period 
of time." Until all of these parameters are met, the group of cancer cases is often referred to 
as a suspected cancer cluster. 

Worries about suspected cancer clusters typically begin when people notice that several 
relatives, friends, neighbors and/or co-workers have been diagnosed with cancer. While most 
of the suspected cancer concerns are not considered cancer clusters, when reported, each 
inquiry is assessed using all the tools available to the Indiana State Department of Health 
(ISDH) and investigated through a systematic process as outlined by the [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/files/1 ndiana %20Ca nee r%20Cluster%20Gu ide Ii nes %202017%20 Fl N 
AL.pdf" ]. 

ISDH thoroughly investigates all suspected cancer cluster concerns reported by the public 
and coordinates internal and external examination with local, state and federal experts from 
environmental management, academia, medical oncology, and public health (as needed). All 
investigations proceed in collaboration with the relevant local health department. 

B. Trevor's Law 
On June 22, 2016, Trevor's Law was enacted. This federal law addresses the investigation of 
potential cancer clusters by requiring the Secretary of the United States Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) to develop criteria for the designation of cancer clusters, as well 
as develop, publish, and periodically update guidelines for the investigation of potential 
cancer clusters. In addition, the law requires that HHS provide assistance to state and local 
health departments. ISDH's current [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/files/1 ndiana %20Ca nee r%20Cluster%20Gu ide Ii nes %202017%20 Fl N 
AL.pdf" ]for responding to inquiries related to suspected cancer clusters align with the 2013 [ 
HYPERLINK "https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/rr6208a1 .htm"] from the CDC 
and the Council of State and Territorial Epidemiologists. These guidelines have not changed 
since the passage of Trevor's Law. The ISDH will continue to monitor for new guidance or 
changes in resources provided by federal partners. 

C. Information for Hoosiers 

• [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/files/Questions%20and%20Answers%20about%20Suspected% 
20Cancer%20Clusters%202017%20FINAL.pdf"] 
Please read this first if you are concerned about a suspected cancer cluster in Indiana. 
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• [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/files/How°/22oto%20Report%20a%20Suspected%20Cancer%20 
Cluster_ 102616.pdf" \t "_blank" ] 
Instructions on how to officially report a suspected cancer cluster in Indiana. 

5. Cancer Prevention and Control in Indiana 

The Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH) provides the following information regarding 
cancer control efforts in Indiana on its website: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/24969.htm" ]. 

Cancer control efforts in Indiana are led by the Indiana Comprehensive Cancer Control Program, 
along with the Indiana Cancer Consortium. The Indiana Cancer Consortium is a statewide 
network of public and private partnerships whose mission is to reduce the cancer burden in 
Indiana through the development, implementation, and evaluation of a comprehensive plan that 
addresses cancer across the continuum from prevention through palliation. Visit the Indiana 
Cancer Consortium's Web site at [ HYPER LINK "http://www.indianacancer.org/" ]. 

The Indiana Cancer Consortium (ICC) and diverse partners from across the state have developed 
the [ HYPER LINK "http://indianacancer.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/2018-2020-Cancer
Control-Plan-MAY-29-FI NALpdf"] (ICCP 2018-2020), a comprehensive roadmap for actions that 
will guide cancer control efforts and promote collaboration between organizations and the citizens 
of Indiana. The Indiana Cancer Control Plan contains the following information: 

Experts agree that cancer can be caused by both internal and external factors. These factors 
can sometimes act together, or in sequence, to cause cancer. While risk factors such as 
family history or age cannot be avoided, many cancers can be prevented through changes in 
lifestyle and behavior. According to the American Cancer Society (ACS), all cancers caused 
by tobacco use and heavy alcohol consumption could be prevented completely. In 2016, the 
ACS reported that 188,800 of the estimated 595,690 cancer deaths in the nation were 
caused by cigarette smoking. In addition, according to the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, overweight and obesity are associated with increased risk of 13 types of cancer. 
These cancers account for about 40 percent of all cancers diagnosed in the United States in 
2014. Other preventive behaviors include practicing sun safety, such as using sunscreen, 
avoiding indoor tanning devices, and wearing protective clothing, and getting recommended 
vaccines that can prevent cancer, such as the human papillomavirus (HPV) vaccine, which 
can prevent cervical, head, neck, and other cancers. 

The ICC has identified five objectives that support primary prevention of cancer in Indiana. 
1. Increase the percentage of Hoosiers at a healthful weight 
2. Reduce the proportion of Hoosiers who use tobacco. 
3. Reduce exposure to ultraviolet (UV) rays. 
4. Increase completion rates for vaccines that have been shown to reduce cancer. 
5. Reduce radon exposure. 

Impact of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

IDEM, OAQ performed an air quality analysis for this proposed facility that concluded that the 
proposed facility will not pose a threat to public health or the environment (see Appendix C to this 
ATSD for the revised air quality analysis in its entirety). 

For a detailed explanation of the methodology used in the Air Quality Analysis see Appendix C to 
this ATSD and IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 
Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality Analysis. 

For the Air Quality Analysis, IDEM, OAQ used the U.S. EPA developed American Meteorological 
Society Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD) and the EPA mandated 
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policies and guidance to replicate weather conditions in order to predict the worst case scenario 
source impacts on the surrounding area. Riverview's modeled results using AERMOD were 
compared to the primary and secondary NAAQS standards and concentrations were found to be 
at a level that will be protective of public health and the environment in the surrounding area. The 
primary health-based standards are protective of sensitive groups, such as the elderly and 
children. The secondary standards take environmental and welfare impacts into account, 
including ecological effects and deposition of pollutants to the surface of vegetation, soils or water 
bodies as well as aquatic live, wildlife and endangered species. 

In addition, the annual modeled concentrations for each of the hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) 
was compared to their respective cancer unit risk factor (U RF) and non-cancer chronic reference 
concentration (RfC) value and the cumulative risk from HAPs was found to be below the cancer 
and non-cancerous risk thresholds. The cumulative cancer risk estimate from all HAPs was well 
below the U.S. EPA excess cancer risk threshold of one in ten thousand (1.0E-04) and the 
cumulative non-cancer health effects were below a Hazard Index (HI) of 1. 

The maximum permitted emissions of hydrogen sulfide (H 2S) from Riverview of 5.11 tons per 
year fall below the PSD significant emission rate for H 2S of 10 tons per year, as established in 40 
CFR 52.21 (b)(23)(i) and were not modeled. Pollutants that fall below significant emission rates do 
not require modeling. Any source with emissions lower than the significant emission rate 
threshold is not considered to threaten public health or welfare. 

While IDEM has not conducted its own studies, IDEM, OAQ relies on the scientific expertise of 
U.S. EPA which has developed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect 
public health and the environment. The Clean Air Act requires that U.S. EPA conduct periodic 
review of the most current scientific information to determine if air quality standards are adequate 
to protect human health and general welfare. This review includes an integrated science 
assessment which is a comprehensive review of science judgments and risk and exposure 
assessments. An independent committee, the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC), 
reviews all health information and makes recommendations to U.S. EPA on whether current 
health standards are protective of public health and welfare or should be revised. After any health 
standard recommendations have been approved and finalized through rulemaking, IDEM is 
required to follow the new standards. Additional information on the CASAC can be found at the 
following website: [ HYPERLINK 
"https:1/yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabpeople.nsf/webcommittees/CASAC" ] . 

General Statement 6 -Air Monitoring: 

Several commenters expressed concern that IDEM, OAQ does not adequately monitor ambient 
air quality in southwest Indiana, does not have enough ambient air monitors or monitoring data 
for Spencer County, and that IDEM, OAQ did not propose any additional air monitoring for the 
proposed plant or Spencer County. 

Summary of Air Monitoring in Indiana 

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) regulates air quality to protect 
public health and the environment in the State of Indiana. Air monitoring data are required by 
regulation and are used to determine compliance with U.S. EPA's National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). Other important uses of the air monitoring data include, the production of a 
daily Air Quality Index (AQI) report, daily air quality forecast report, support of short and long-term 
health risk assessments, identification of a localized health concern, and tracking long-term 
trends in air quality. Indiana monitors the six criteria pollutants which have NAAQS identified for 
them; carbon monoxide (CO), lead, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ground-level ozone (03), particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). Other pollutants which do not have ambient 
standards established for them are also monitored: toxics (volatile organic compounds, VOCs), 
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metals, carbonyls, PM2.s speciated compounds, ozone precursors, and carbon dioxide (CO2). In 
addition, meteorological data are also collected to support the monitoring and aid in analysis of 
the data. 

IDEM presents two different types of air quality data, intermittent and continuous, on IDEM's 
Internet website [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2346.htm" ]. Monthly and annual 
summary reports of pollutants collected by manual methods are available as well as hourly values 
from continuous monitors. The Leading Environmental Analysis and Display System (LEADS) 
provides on-line access to Indiana's continuous air quality monitoring network. It has been 
available to the public since July, 2007. LEADS offers access to near real-time data from 59 
active and historic data from 12 discontinued continuous air monitoring sites across Indiana. This 
allows anyone to track pollutant and meteorological values throughout the day. In addition, past 
data back to 1998 are available as raw data and canned summary reports or user specified 
retrievals. Intermittent data from 41 sites are available on LEADS. Site information with site 
photographs can be found at the following website: [ HYPERLINK "http://idem.tx.sutron.com/cgi
bin/site_photo.pl"] 

IDEM issues Air Quality Action Day (AQAD) advisories on days when ground level ozone 
pollution or fine particulate matter (PM2.5) could build to unhealthy levels in the outdoor air. IDEM 
issues AQAD advisories based on air quality forecasts, air quality standards, and Air Quality 
Index (AQI) categories. Typical conditions for ozone AQADs in Indiana are high temperatures 
approaching 80° Fahrenheit or above, clear skies, dry atmosphere, calm to light southerly winds, 
very little air mixing, high NOx values the previous night, and/or persistent high pressure over the 
eastern Midwest states and East Coast. Typical conditions for PM2.5 AQADs in Indiana are 
temperature inversions, light winds, clear skies, persistent high pressure, high humidity values, 
transport from high PM2.5 locations (such as wildfires), and/or warm and humid air over snow 
cover during the winter. When AQADs are predicted, Hoosiers can take action to protect their 
health and protect air quality. For additional information on AQAD advisories and actions to take 
during AQAD advisories, please see the following website: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2691.htm"] 

The Air Quality Index (AQI) is a health index which combines the evaluation of various air 
pollutants in order to provide an easily understood measure of air quality. The AQI focuses on 
health effects that can occur within a few hours or days after breathing polluted air. Air monitoring 
data are used to issue health alerts to warn the public of elevated pollution levels. The index 
provides a scale to which air quality is compared and indicates the associated health effects of 
concern. IDEM issues health alerts for high air pollutant levels based on the AQL The AQI uses 
index numbers, health effect levels, and colors to communicate the health levels. The higher the 
AQI value, the greater the level of air pollution and the greater the chance of health impacts. For 
example, an AQI value of 50 represents good air quality and little potential to affect public health, 
while an AQI value over 300 represents hazardous air quality that could cause health effects. An 
AQI value of 100 generally corresponds to the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) 
for the pollutant, which is the level the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
has set to protect public health. AQI values below 100 are generally regarded as satisfactory. 
When AQI values are above 100, air quality is considered to be unhealthy, first for certain 
sensitive groups of people, then for everyone as AQI values get higher. The Air Quality Index 
(AQI) report and additional information on the AQI can be found at the following website: [ 
HYPERLINK "http://idem.tx.sutron.com/cgi-bin/aqi_map.pl" ]. 

Extensive information about IDEM, OAQ's air monitoring is available at [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2346.htm"] on IDEM's website. 

Additional information about Indiana's air monitoring system and monitoring results is available 
through links on IDEM's SmogWatch site at [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/pages/smogwatch/index.htm" ]. SmogWatch is an 
informational tool created by IDEM to share air quality forecasts for each day. SmogWatch 
provides daily information about ground-level ozone and particulate matter air quality forecasts, 
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health information, and monitoring data for seven regions of Indiana. Near real time data are 
available at [ HYPER LINK "http://idem.tx.sutron.com/cgi-bin/airfacts.pl" ]. 

Ambient Air Monitoring in Southwest Indiana 

The table below summarizes the ambient monitors located in southwest Indiana and the types of 
pollutants and parameters measured at each monitor. 
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Air Monitor Information 
Air Quality 
System# County (City) Site Name 
(AQS#) 

Jeffersonville 

180190006 
Clark -Walnut St 
(Jeffersorwille) (to be 

relocated*) 

180190008 
Clark Charlestown 
(Charlestown) State Park 

180190009 
Clark 

Clarksville 
(Clarksville) 

180372001 
Dubois Jasper -
(Jasper) Post Office 

Floyd 
New Albany 

180431004 (Green Valley 
(New Albany) 

Elem. Sch) 

Perry 
Leopold 

181230009 
(Leopold) 

(Perry 
Central HS) 

181290003 
Posey 

St Philips 
(Evansville) 

Spencer 
Dale (David 

181470009 Turnham 
(Dale) 

School) 

Vanderburgh 
lnglefield 

181630013 
(lnglefield) 

(Scott Elem. 
School) 

181630016 
Vanderburgh Evansville -
(Evansville) U of E. 

181630021 
Vanderburgh Evansville -
(Evansville) Buena Vista 

181630022 
Vanderburgh Evansville -
(Evansville) Lloyd 

181630023 
Vanderburgh Evansville -
(Evansville) E. Walnut 

Warrick 
Boonville 

181730008 
(Boonville) 

(Boonville 
HS) 

Warrick 
Lynnville 

181730009 
(Lynnville) 

(Tecumseh 
HS) 

181730011 
Warrick 

Dayville 
(Dayville) 

o, 

5/4/07 

1/1(77 

4/1/04 

7/1/96 

5/1/80 

7/8/09 

4/16/91 

5/2/91 

4/1/07 

so, co 

11/1/76 

7/8/09 

9/10/09 
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Parameter Monitored and Date Monitoring Began 

PM,., PM,, PM,., PM,., Toxics Met. 
NOx PM,o 

(FRMr (cont.r (speer (spec. cont.r (VOCs) Data** 

6/26/03 6/26/03 
(to be 

7/1/08 
(black carbon 

added) to be added) 

7/1/08 5/29/08 

3/7/08 

7/1/87 1/1/00 1/4/05 

1/18/99 11/1/03 

7/1/96 

2/1/00 

6/5/99 6/23/99 

7/8/09 7/10/09 7/10/09 7/14/09 7/8/09 7/8/09 

1/1/13 

10/1/08 

*Relocation of the Jeffersonville (180190006) site continues to be delayed due to lease negotiations between IDEM and property owners. When the new site is setup, continuous 
PM2.5 and black carbon will be installed. 
**FRM = Federal Reference Method; Met = Meteorological; cont = continuous; spec.= speciated; spec. cont = speciated continuous 
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In October 2006, United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) issued final 
regulations concerning state and local agency ambient air monitoring networks. These 
regulations in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 58, Subpart B (40 CFR 58.10), require states to 
submit an annual monitoring network review to U.S. EPA. This network plan is required to provide 
the framework for establishment and maintenance of an air quality surveillance system and to list 
any changes that are proposed to take place to the current network. The current monitoring plan 
for 2019 can be found here: [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/ide m/a irq uality/files/mo nito ring_netwo rk_review_2019. pdf" ] 

Locations of the monitors are reviewed annually pursuant to 40 CFR 58.10 and are subject to 
public comment. Comments on the ambient air monitoring network can be made during the 
public comment period for the 2020 network plan. IDEM, OAQ will evaluate the request and act if 
any changes are necessary to meet the monitoring goals and monitoring projects across the 
state. IDEM's contact for the monitoring plan is Steve Lengerich. Mr. Lengerich may be 
contacted by U.S. Mail at Steve Lengerich, IDEM/OAQ/AMB, 100 North Senate Avenue, 
Shadeland, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2251, by FAX at 317-308-3239 or by e-mail at [ HYPER LINK 
"mailto:slengeri@idem.lN.gov" ]. 

Monitoring Associated with This Proposed Permit 

The proposed permit requires either stack testing or continuous emissions monitoring (with 
associated record keeping and reporting requirements) for most of the point source emissions at 
the source. The IDEM, OAQ Compliance and Enforcement Branch will observe all stack tests 
and review all stack test protocols and results. Regular inspections, regular stack testing, along 
with compliance monitoring, record keeping and reporting, will allow IDEM, OAQ to determine if 
Riverview is in continuous compliance with all air permit terms and conditions. 

In addition, the impact of air pollution emissions from this proposed plant to ambient air pollution 
levels in southwest Indiana will be monitored as part of IDEM, OAQ's ambient air monitoring in 
southwest Indiana. 

One commenter suggested that the source should be required to perform ambient air monitoring 
()f__EM, s after construction. As noted in IDEM Response to General Statement 14, modeling 
EM:,,, did not show any effect above the 0.2 pq/m3 Significant Impact l.evd (Sll.l beyond 500 m 
{1,640 ft, slightly more than 1/4 mile) from the propeItv line. Rs,sults of modeling that includes 
data from the Dale PM:·,; monitor do not demonstrate a need for monitoring ambient Pr,1b.o 
concentrations at the source because concentrations are well below the health--based N,'V",G!S for 
both 24--hour and annual PM2'.~ 

Other than the stack testing and compliance monitoring required by the proposed permit and 
IDEM, OAQ's ambient air monitoring within in southwest Indiana, IDEM OAQ is not planning any 
additional air, soil, or water sampling in local areas near this proposed plant. 

General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation Methodologies Used in Determining the 
Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality Analysis 

Several commenters expressed concern that the emission factors and calculation methodologies 
used in determining the Potential to Emit (PTE) and the associated Air Quality Analysis are not 
conservative enough, are flawed, are not accurate, or are not based on actual data from a direct 
coal hydrogenation (OCH) facility to convert coal to liquid fuels. 
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IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation Methodologies Used 
In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality Analysis: 

IDEM, OAQ has evaluated the emission factors and calculation methodology used to determine 
the potential to emit of this proposed facility and has determined that the PTE calculations are 
sufficiently conservative for purposes of determining permitting level, applicability of state and 
federal rules and regulations, and for performing air quality analyses. 

Below is additional information about emission factors, calculation methodologies used in 
determining the potential to emit and the associated Air Quality Analysis. 

Potential to Emit and Emission Factors 

Indiana's Part 70 Permit Program rules are contained in Indiana Administrative Code (IAC), Title 
326, Article 2, Rule 7 (326 IAC 2-7). Under 326 IAC 2-7-1 (30) (Definitions), "Potential to Emit" is 
defined as follows: 

"Potential to emit" means the maximum capacity of a stationary source to emit any air 
pollutant under its physical and operational design. Any physical or operational limitation 
on the capacity of a source to emit an air pollutant, including air pollution control 
equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or type or amount of material 
combusted, stored, or processed shall be treated as part of its design if the limitation is 
enforceable by the U.S. EPA This term does not alter or affect the use of this term for 
any other purpose under the CAA, (or the term "capacity factor" as used in Title IV of the 
CAA) (or the regulations promulgated thereunder). 

In general, IDEM, OAQ determines the uncontrolled/unlimited potential to emit (PTE) based on 
the following: 

1. The maximum capacity at which the equipment is capable of operating under its 
physical and operational design. Physical and operation design factors may be 
considered in determining the maximum capacity such as operational or process 
designs that have inherent limitations or bottlenecks, non-continuous operations, 
and equipment that performs a process function and reduces emissions as a 
secondary effect of their existence (i.e., controls that are integral to the process); 

2. Assuming the equipment operates 24 hours a day, 365 days a year (8,760 hours 
per year), or the maximum hours of operation that the equipment can operate 
under its physical and operational design; and 

3. For sources that can operate under different scenarios (e.g., different raw 
material inputs, product outputs, fuels burned, operating conditions/scenarios, 
etc.), the PTE will be based on the worst-case scenario resulting in the greatest 
amount of emissions. 

There are no provisions that mandate the specific source of an emission factor. When 
determining the PTE for permitting purposes, IDEM, OAQ typically uses emission factors/data 
from the following sources: 

• performance test data or continuous emissions monitoring systems (CEMS) data on 
similar emission units; 

• equipment vendor emissions data and guarantees; 
• emission data or emission estimation methods from EPA documents, including 

background information documents for new source performance standards, national 
emissions standards for hazardous air pollutants, and Section 111 (d) standards for 
designated pollutants; 
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• AP-42 emission factors (EPA's Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors AP-42) 
([ HYPER LINK "https://www.epa.gov/air-emissions-factors-and-quantification/ap-42-
compilation-air-emissions-factors" ]); 

• emission factors from EPA's online Factor Information REtrieval system (WebFIRE) ([ 
HYPE RLI N K "https://www.epa.gov/electronic-reporting-air-emissions/webfire" ]) ; 

• emission factors from technical literature or trade industry studies; 
• State emission inventory questionnaires for comparable sources; 
• Material balance determinations; and 
• Other methods approved by IDEM, OAQ. 

These types of emission factors/data sources are also discussed in U.S. EPA's October 1990 
Draft New Source Review Workshop Manual, Prevention of Significant Deterioration and 
Nonattainment Area Permitting (referred to as the "1990 Draft NSR Manual") ([ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/1990wman.pdf"]) 

The individual processes in this proposed direct coal hydrogenation (OCH) facility to convert coal 
to liquid fuels are similar or identical to individual processes in other industries that have 
established emissions factors and air pollution permitting requirements. For the individual 
processes in this proposed plant, the PTE was based on the following: 

• Block 1000 Coal Handling Operations - Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions 
Factors, Volume I: Stationary Point and Area Sources, 5th Ed. (AP-42), including 
section 11.9- Western Surface Coal Mining, 11. 10 - Coal Cleaning, and 11. 19.2 -
Crushed Stone Processing and Pulverized Mineral Processing; and Fugitive 
Emissions from Integrated Iron and Steel Plants, EPA 600/2-78-050, March 1978. 

• Block 1500 Additive Handling - AP-42, including Section 11.7 - Ceramic Clay 
Manufacturing, Section 11.8 - Clay and Fly Ash Sintering, and Section 11. 12 -
Concrete Batching. 

• Block 2000 Solids Handling - AP-42 Section 11.12 - Concrete Batching, 
Characterization of Indiana's Coal Resource: Availability of the Reserves, Physical 
and Chemical Properties of the Coal, and Present and Potential Uses, Indiana 
Geological Survey - File Study 04-02 July 2004, additive (red mud) specifications 
provided by the source. 

• Fuel gas combustion units including coal dryer heater (EU-1007), VCC unit heaters 
(EU-2001, 2002, 2003, & 2004), and boiler (EU-6000) - AP-42 Section 1.4 - Natural 
Gas Combustion. 

• Block 3000 Sulfur Recovery - AP-42, including Section 1 .4 - Natural Gas 
Combustion, Section 8.13 - Sulfur Recovery, HAP emission factors for low-VOC gas 
combustion provided by the source. 

• Block 4000 Flares - AP-42, including Sections 1 .4 - Natural Gas Combustion and 
Section 13.5 - Industrial Flares. 

• Block 4000 Loading Rack - AP-42, including Equation 1, Section 5.2 - Transportation 
and Marketing of Petroleum Liquids. 

• Block 4000 Tanks and emergency engine fuel tanks EU-6005 and EU-6007 - AP-42, 
including Section 7.1 - Organic Liquid Storage Tanks. 

• Block 5000 Residue Solidification Units - AP-42, including Section 11. 19.2 - Crushed 
Stone Processing and Pulverized Mineral Processing, information on physical 
properties provided by the source. 

• Block 6000 Cooling Towers - AP-42, including Section 13.4 - Wet Cooling Towers, 
"Calculating Realistic PM10 Emissions from Cooling Towers", Joel Reisman and 
Gordon Frisbie, Environmental Progress (Vol 21, No 2), July 2002. 

• Block 6000 Emergency Engines - AP-42, including Section 3.4 - Large Stationary 
Diesel Engines and All Stationary Dual-Fuel Engines, 40 CFR 60.6202(a)(2), 
referencing Table 1, 40 CFR 89.112, and Table 4, 40 CFR 60, Subpart 1111. 

• Block 6500 Lime Handling & Storage - AP-42 Section 11. 12 - Concrete Batching. 
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• Block 7000 Hydrogen Production - emission factors provided by the source were 
from information provided by an equipment supplier and stack test data on steam
hydrocarbon-reforming operations at two (2) sources in Iowa. 

• Block 8000 Wastewater Treatment - AP-42 Section 5.1 - Petroleum Refining. 
• Additional calculations developed by IDEM using standard chemical engineering 

references and methods. 

IDEM, OAQ understands that AP-42 emission factors represent average emissions for a source 
activity and that average emissions differ significantly from source to source. IDEM, OAQ also 
understands that some of the AP-42 emission factors used in the PTE calculations have a low 
emission factor quality rating (e.g., a rating of Dor E) and may be less accurate, reliable, or 
robust than more highly-rated factors and may provide only an approximation of the average 
emissions. 

IDEM, OAQ has evaluated the emission factors and calculation methodology used to determine 
the potential to emit of this proposed facility and has determined that the PTE calculations are 
sufficiently conservative for purposes of determining permitting level, applicability of state and 
federal rules and regulations, and for performing air quality analyses. 

The proposed permit includes limitations on the potential to emit of the source, including best 
available control technology (BACT) requirements for units with emissions that exceed the 
thresholds for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). The permit also contains testing, 
monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements to assure that all permit limitations are 
enforceable as a practical matter and to assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with 
all applicable state and federal rules on a continuous basis. The air quality analyses are based 
on the modeling of the source-wide emissions after application of the limits in the proposed 
permit. 

Air Quality Analysis Methodology 

A detailed summary of the Air Quality Analyses performed for this proposed facility is included in 
Appendix C to this ATSD. 

IDEM, OAQ follows all air quality modeling procedures for PSD/NSR established by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) in the U.S. EPA Revisions to the Guideline 
on Air Quality Models: Enhancements to the AERMOD Dispersion Modeling System and 
Incorporation of Approaches To Address Ozone and Fine Particulate Matter, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Air Quality Modeling Group, Support Center for Regulatory Atmospheric 
Modeling (SCRAM), August 2007, which can be found at the following website: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/scram/appendix_w-2016.htm"] 

For additional impact analysis for air, ground, and water pollution on soils, vegetation, and 
visibility, IDEM, OAQ follows the guidelines contained in U.S. EPA's Clean Air Act Permit 
Modeling Guidance which can be found at the following website: [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.epa.gov/scram/clean-air-act-permit-modeling-guidance%23otherguide" ] 

For conducting hazardous air pollutant (HAP) cancer risk and hazard screening analyses, IDEM, 
OAQ followed risk characterization methodologies contained in U.S. EPA's Air Toxics Risk 
Assessment Reference Library Volumes 2 and 3, which can be found at the following website: [ 
HYPER LINK "https ://www.epa.gov/fera/air-toxics-risk-assessment-reference-libra ry-vo lumes-1-3" 

l 

Additional information on air dispersion modeling can be found on IDEM, OAQ's Modeling 
webpage: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2375.htm" ]. 

Based on the regulations set forth in the Clean Air Act, the air emissions and modeled impacts 
from Riverview have been rigorously reviewed and evaluated with the U.S. EPA developed 
American Meteorological Society Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model 
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(AERMOD). AERMOD is the air dispersion model based on planetary boundary layer turbulence 
structure and scaling concepts, including treatment of both surface and elevated sources, and 
both simple and complex terrain. 

IDEM, OAQ used AERMOD and the EPA mandated policies and guidance to replicate weather 
conditions in order to predict the worst case scenario source impacts on the surrounding area. 
Riverview's modeled results using AERMOD were compared to the primary and secondary 
NAAQS standards. The primary health-based standards are protective of sensitive groups, such 
as the elderly and children. The secondary standards take environmental and welfare impacts 
into account, including ecological effects and deposition of pollutants to the surface of vegetation, 
soils or water bodies as well as aquatic live, wildlife and endangered species. 

Health-based standards are determined based on varying exposure times. Research and 
scientific/health assessments for risk and exposure are made to determine time-averaged periods 
for exposure to pollutants that are protective of public health and welfare. The research and 
assessments are incorporated in the recommendations from the Clean Air Scientific Advisory 
Committee (CASAC) to U.S. EPA on whether current health standards and the time-averaged 
period for each pollutant are protective of public health and welfare. 

The hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) modeling incorporates the maximum permitted HAPs 
emission rates to determine annual modeled concentrations that are evaluated against risk and 
health concern reference concentrations. The reference concentrations are developed by the 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and U.S. EPA's Integrated Risk 
Information System (IRIS) and serve as threshold values and upper ranges of acceptable risk. 
The annual modeled concentrations for each HAP are compared to their respective cancer risk 
and non-cancer chronic reference concentration. The assumptions for toxic exposure are listed in 
Section G of IDEM's Air Quality Analysis and include a constant 70-year exposure, assume all 
carcinogens cause the same type of cancer, all non-carcinogens have additive health effects and 
assume toxics are released at the maximum permitted rates as well as other conservative (worst 
case scenario) assumptions. The US EPA considers one in ten thousand (1.0E-04) excess 
cancer risk to be the upper range of acceptability with an ample margin of safety. IDEM 
evaluates source's excess cancer risk against a more conservative threshold of one in one million 
(1.0E-06). 

General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to the AERMOD Dispersion 
Model: 

Many commenters expressed concern over validity of meteorological data inputs to the AERMOD 
dispersion model. 

IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to the 
AERMOD Dispersion 

Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 51 - Appendix W "Guideline on Air Quality 
Models" states that "the use of 5 years of adequately representative National Weather Service 
(NWS) or comparable meteorological data, at least 1 year of site-specific, or at least 3 years of 
prognostic meteorological data, are required. If 1 year or more, up to 5 years of site-specific data 
are available, these data are preferred for use in air quality analyses. Depending on 
completeness of the data record, consecutive years of NWS, site-specific, or prognostic data are 
preferred." 

IDEM has historically used 5-years (over 43,800 hours) of National Weather Service 
meteorological data in its air quality analyses. IDEM prepares meteorological data for 7 surface 
locations and regions around the state using AERMET, the meteorological preprocessor for 
AERMOD. These meteorological stations include surface stations at Evansville, Indianapolis, 
South Bend, Fort Wayne, Gary, Covington, Kentucky and Louisville, Kentucky processed with 
upper air stations at Lincoln, Illinois and Wilmington, Ohio. When the meteorological files to be 
used in the modeling are considered, the combination of surface and upper air stations depends 
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on the location of the source location. AERMET formats and processes each of the 43,800 hours 
of \/\leather observations at the surface and upper levels of the atmosphere in order to replicate 
the weather in the air quality dispersion model. Elevation and terrain information are factored into 
the meteorological data processing as well as the elevation of the receptor grid points 
characterize the area surrounding the source. In the absence of on-site data, the guideline 
suggests the use of at least five years of NWS data (vs only one year or more of on-site data) that 
adequately represents the area. The Evansville NWS data is an adequate representation of the 
meteorological conditions in Spencer County and the southwest Indiana area because it is the 
closest NWS surface station to the proposed facility. The Evansville site provides a robust, 
guality-assured 5-year data sd that mav cover a v1,ider range of meteorological parameters and 
conditions than a singls, ys,ar of data from the location of the proposed source in Spencer County. 
IDEM has conducted numerous air quality analyses for sources in and adjacent to Spencer 
County for many years and U.S. EPA has accepted the use of Evansville Regional Airport - NWS 
meteorological data for the southwestern portion of Indiana. 

T-he--One commenter (Gebhart) also stated that conditions aloft (around 200 feet) do not take into 
account that meteorological parameters change with height. When processing meteorological 
data, IDEM utilizes upper air data from Lincoln, Illinois, which is the nearest upper air station to 
Southwest Indiana, as input into the AERMET preprocessor. AERMET is able to make many 
boundary layer calculations based on the vertical distribution of meteorological parameters. 
These wind profiles, developed from the surface and upper air data, recreate the wind flows at 
differing heights in the atmosphere. Emissions released at different stack heights can therefore 
be modeled appropriately. 

Commenters noted that air temperature inversions are common in southern Indiana and 
expressed concern that these features would not be captured by the meteorological data. It is 
true that inversions frequently occur in this area and mixing heights and stable atmospheric 
conditions are accounted for in the NWS surface and upper air data. AERMET uses upper air 
data and surface data to capture these boundary layer features which are included in the air 
dispersion model runs that replicate actual meteorological conditions, such as inversions, and 
predict concentrations from modeled sources. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and Monitoring: 

Many commenters expressed concern over the modeling of background concentrations and 
monitoring. 

IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and Monitoring: 

Monitoring data is used in the PSD modeling analysis to determine overall compliance with the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Pre-construction monitoring thresholds for the 
designated time-averaged period for a pollutant allows an exemption from monitoring 
requirements per 40 Code of Federal Register (CFR) §Part 51.166(m) be granted by the 
reviewing agency if maximum modeled impacts are below the thresholds. For the Riverview 
modeling review, IDEM first conducted the pre-construction monitoring analysis which compared 
the maximum modeled impacts from the source to the de minimus impact thresholds found in 40 
CFR Part 51.166(i)(5)(i). Riverview's modeled impacts were well below the annual N02 impact 
threshold of 14 µg/m3 with the modeled concentration at 0.71 µg/m3, thereby exempting Riverview 
from pre-construction monitoring (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the Air Quality Analysis). As 
noted in Table 3 of the Air Quality Analysis, PM 10 and S02 modeled impacts were also below their 
respective pre-construction monitoring thresholds. PM2_5 has no pre-construction monitoring 
threshold value but the Dale PM2_5 monitoring data was used to satisfy the pre-construction 
monitoring requirement for PM2_5. 

Because modeling indicated a significant impact for 1-hour N02, IDEM reviewed the most current 
three-year monitored period for the nearest N02 monitoring station, Evansville - Buena Vista. The 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Evansville NO2 monitoring data for 2015 through 2017 did not meet data completeness criteria 
with several months in 2016, having less than 75% data completeness. Appendix A to the §Part 
58 Quality Assurance Requirement for state or local air monitoring stations (SLAMS), National 
Core multipollutant monitoring stations (NCore) and PSD Air Monitoring Section 1.2 defines 
completeness as a measure of the amount of valid data obtained from a measurement system 
compared to the amount that was expected to be obtained under correct, normal conditions. 
Appendix S to CFR Part 50 - Interpretation of the Primary National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
for Oxides of Nitrogen (NO2) contains the completeness criteria for 1-hour NO2 in section 3.2 (b), 
requiring at least 75% of the daily and quarterly sampling periods have complete data. NO2 data 
collected in March, July and August 2016 fell below 75% collected so the 3 rd quarter of 2016 was 
below the data completeness threshold. Therefore, the 1-hour NO2 design value for the 
Evansville - Buena Vista monitor was not acceptable for use in the Riverview NAAQS analysis. 

Due to the incomplete data at Evansville, IDEM reviewed monitoring data throughout the state to 
find complete 1-hour NO2 monitoring data that was representative if not conservative for use in 
Riverview's air quality analysis. Although the proposed location for Riverview would be 
considered rural, based on the Auer Land Use determination, the best available and complete 
data over the most three year was the South Bend - Shields Dr. monitoring station, a more urban 
area. Based on hourly monitoring data, the design values calculated for both sites showed the 
South Bend 1-hour NO2 data was higher than the Evansville 1-hour NO2 data. While the 
Evansville data did not meet completeness data, which affected the design value calculation, the 
South Bend 1-hour NO2 design value for 2015-2017 was 36 parts per billion (67.68 µg/m 3), over 
10% higher than the Evansville 1-hour NO2 design value at 32 ppb (60.3 µg/m3). The 1-hour 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) NAAQS, based on health-based studies, is 75 parts per billion (ppb) or 
188.6 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m 3). Both the Evansville and South Bend NO2 background 
concentrations are well below the NAAQS. In fact, since 2010 when both the Evansvi lie and 
South Bend annual daily maximum 98th percentiles were 41 ppb, South Bend's annual daily 
maximum 98th percentile values have measured between 2 to 10 ppb (5 to 25 µg/m 3) higher than 
the annual daily maximum 98th percentile at Evansville. Therefore, the conservative nature of the 
South Bend NO2 monitoring data requires that Riverview's environmental impact be smaller in 
order to attain the NAAQS. 

A comment was made that several websites or applications have air quality monitoring 
concentrations at specific locations. While these websites and applications supply specific 
concentration values, this information is extrapolated or estimated from nearby monitoring sites or 
calculated through dispersion techniques. These calculated concentrations do not constitute 
observed data and would not meet the quality assurance methods mandated by U.S. EPA for use 
in PSD modeling purposes. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking for Spencer County: 

Many commenters expressed concern over the amount of toxic chemicals released into the 
environment in Spencer County, based on the EPA's Toxic Release Inventory Data. 

IDEM Response to General Statement 10 -Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking for Spencer 
County: 

Information about EPA's Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) can be found at the following website: 
[ HYPER LINK "https://www.epa.gov/toxics-release-inventory-tri-program"] 

The Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) is a resource for learning about toxic chemical releases and 
pollution prevention activities reported by industrial and federal facilities. TRI data support 
informed decision-making by communities, government agencies, companies, and others. 
Section 313 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) created the 
TRI Program. 
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TRI releases are tracked under the following categories: 

• Air releases (on site), including fugitive (non-point) and stack (point) emissions; 
• Surface water discharges (on site) to bodies of water (e.g., streams, rivers, lakes); 
• Land releases (on site), underground injection, landfills, land treatment/application 

farming, surface impoundments, and other disposal; 
• Recycling (on site), including solvent recovery and metals recovery for possible reuse 

at the facility or for use in commerce; 
• Used for energy recovery (on site), such as combustion in a furnace, kiln, boiler to 

generate heat or energy for use at the facility; 
• Treatment (on site), such as biological treatment, incineration, and chemical 

oxidation, resulting in varying degrees of destruction of the toxic chemical; 
• Discharge (off-site) to publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) (e.g., wastewater 

treatment facility) for treatment, resulting in varying degrees of removal of metals and 
other chemicals for further disposal, varying degrees of destruction of other toxic 
chemicals; 

• Transfers (off-site) to other off-site locations for the purposes of recycling, energy 
recovery, treatment, or disposal; 

It is very important to note that not all TRI releases (e.g., recycling, energy recovery, treatment) 
necessarily represent entry of the chemical into the environment 

Even more importantly, caution should be taken when using TRI data, since some 
companies/industries (e.g., utilities) overestimate the amount of air toxics released to the air, as 
there is no penalty for over-reporting releases. In some cases, utilities report uncontrolled 
emissions of air toxics, when in reality, the air pollution controls for particulate matter 
(PM/PM10/PM25), SO2 and NOx will also control a portion of the air toxic emissions. Determining 
the exact amount toxic pollutants controlled by the air pollution controls is difficult and expensive. 
Thus the numbers reported in TRI could be significantly overestimated. 

The following TRI Factsheet information for Spencer County, IN was accessed on the following 
TRI website: [ HYPERLINK "https://www.epa.gov/toxics-release-inventory-tri-program"] 

Quick Facts for Spencer County, IN (2017 Dataset, released October 2018) 
Number of TRI Facilities: 4 . AK Steel Corp - Rockport Works . American Electric Power Rockport Plant . PVS Steel Services Inc . . Corn Island Shipyard Inc . 
On-Site Releases: Air: 407 .2 thousand lbs 

Water: 11. 752 million lbs 
Land: 2.233 million lbs 
Total: 14.4 million lbs 

[ HYPER LINK "https://www2.epa.gov/toxics- 1.02 million lbs 
release-inventory-tri-program/descriptions-tri-
data-terms-text-version/" \I "Transfers Off Site 
for Disposal" \t" blank" ] 
Total On-site and Off-site Disposal or Other 15.4 million lbs 
Releases: 

There are four (4) facilities in Spencer County that are tracked in the TRI. In 2017, approximately 
76.3% (11.752 million lbs) of the total on-site and off-site disposal or other releases (15.4 million 
lbs) in Spencer County resulted from with water releases of two (2) chemicals (nitrate compounds 
and sodium nitrite) by AK Steel Corp - Rockport Works. In 2017, the other 23.7% of the releases 
to Spencer County resulted primarily from 2.233 million lbs (14.5%) of on-site land releases at 
American Electric Power Rockport Plant, 1.02 million lbs (6.6%) off-site disposal or other releases 
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by AK Steel Corp - Rockport Works, and 407.2 thousand lbs (2.6%) of on-site air emissions at all 
four (4) facilities in Spencer County. 

The amount of air toxics released from Riverview will be regulated under state and federal 
permitting requirements and have been found to meet all health-based threshold levels. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant impacts are expected from 
the proposed facility": 

Many commenters expressed concern that IDEM, OAQ determined in the Air Quality Analysis 
that "No significant impacts are expected from the proposed facility". 

IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant impacts 
are expected from the proposed facility": 

The use of the word "significant" within the context of the federal rules under the Clean Air Act is 
used in a definitional sense to indicate an established threshold for a particular pollutant. When 
impact levels are below a certain defined threshold, the impact is termed as "not significant". If an 
impact level is over the established threshold, the impact is considered "significant" and additional 
requirements with more comprehensive modeling will be conducted. As IDEM uses the term 
"significant" or "not significant" it is within the federal definitional sense and not a subjective 
statement of opinion. 

The phrases "no significant impact" and "no significant impacts" are used in Section H - Summary 
of Air Quality Analysis (see Appendix C to this ATSD), based on the results of the Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (HAPs) cumulative risk analysis and the secondary PM2.5 and ozone formation 
analysis. The HAP cumulative risk analysis shows that the cumulative impact from the modeled 
HAPs are below the U.S. EPA excess cancer risk threshold level of 1.0E-04, which would require 
action or investigation, and below the non-cancer Hazard Index (HI) risk threshold of 1.0. The 
secondary PM2.5 and ozone formation analysis shows that the emissions from the proposed 
plant are not expected to exceed the significant impact level (SIL) for the 8-hour Ozone NAAQS 
or cause or contribute to a violation of the 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS and the annual PM2.5 NAAQS. 

With respect to the entire air quality analysis, significant impacts were modeled from Riverview for 
1-hour N02; 1-hour, 3-hour, 24-hour, annual S02 and 24-hour and annual PM25, and those 
impacts were stated in both the Significant Impact Levels table (Table 2) and Section D of the Air 
Quality Analysis (Appendix C to this ATSD, pages 5 and 6). The modeled results of the pollutants 
mentioned above, exceeded the significant impact levels, established by U.S. EPA and enforced 
by state and federal regulations. These modeled results triggered additional air quality dispersion 
modeling to determine whether or not the cumulative impacts from Riverview, nearby sources 
and background concentrations would exceed the NAAQS or PSD increments. The NAAQS and 
PSD increment modeling results, found in the NAAQS Analysis table (Table 6), Section D of the 
Air Quality Analysis, showed the NAAQS for all applicable pollutants and time-averaged periods 
were protected with combined impacts falling below the health-based NAAQS threshold values. 
The PSD increment modeling results found in the PSD Increment Analysis table (Table 7), 
Section D of the Air Quality Analysis, indicated 80% of the available PSD increment in the county 
would not be exceeded. 326 Indiana Administrative Code (IAC) Article 2, Rule 2, Section 6(a) 
requires the PSD increment be protected beyond what U.S. EPA has established, thus Indiana 
allows only 80% consumption of the available PSD increments for that pollutant. The U.S. EPA 
established PSD increments (with Indiana's 80% limitation) for S02 are 80% of 512 µg/m3 for 3-
hour (409.6 µg/m3), 80% of 91 µg/m3 for 24-hour (72.8 µg/m3) and 80% of 20 µg/m3 (16 µg/m3) 

for annual time-averaged periods and for PM 25, the PSD increments are 9 µg/m3 for 24-hour 
(7.2µg/m3) and 4 µg/m3 (3.2 µg/m3) for annual time-averaged periods. 

Based on comments and additional information received during the public notice period, IDEM, 
OAQ made changes to the hazardous air pollutants (HAP) modeling and risk analysis (see 
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Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling and risk analysis in its entirety). The 
cumulative cancer risk estimate from all HAPs is well below the U.S. EPA excess cancer risk 
threshold of one in ten thousand (1.0E-04) and the cumulative non-cancer health effects were 
below a Hazard Index (HI) of 1. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2.s, and NO2 Monitoring: 

Many commenters expressed concern over ozone monitoring. 

IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2.s, and NO2 Monitoring: 

Spencer County does not have an ozone monitor in the county; however a total of five ozone 
monitors are located in the adjacent counties of Perry and Warrick as well as Vanderburgh 
County. The most current 8-hour ozone design values for each of these monitors from 2015 
through 2017 are below the 8-hour ozone NAAQS of 70 parts per billion. Therefore, the airshed 
for Spencer County and Southwest Indiana meets the current 8-hour ozone standard. 

There is a PM2.s monitor located in Dale which has monitored values well below the annual and 
24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS thresholds. other pollutants are monitored within the airshed as required 
by U.S. EPA ambient air monitoring regulations. 

Kentucky operates an NO2 monitor in Owensboro that is located approximately 28 miles (45 
kilometers) southwest of the proposed site, considered upwind of Riverview as prevailing winds 
blow from the southwest. The 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour NO2 values at 
Owensboro are lower than the Evansville and South Bend 1-hour NO2 values. IDEM opted to use 
the higher/more conservative South Bend NO2 monitoring data even though the lower 
Owensboro background data would be more representative of NO2 background in the area 
surrounding Dale. 

General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days: 

Many commenters expressed concern over ozone alert days. 

IDEM Response to General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days: 

Ozone Alert Days or Air Quality Action Days (AQADs) are issued based on conducive weather 
conditions for the formation of ozone or PM2.s as local weather forecasts and monitoring data 
from the area are reviewed by local and state officials. Therefore, the issuance of Ozone Alert 
Days or AQADs are driven more by meteorology while taking into account region-wide emissions 
and transport of pollutants into the area. The Riverview emissions would be factored into the 
decision making process but are not anticipated to play a significant role in the issuance of an 
Ozone Alert Day or AQAD based on the results of the secondary analysis. 

IDEM conducted an analysis on secondary formation of ozone and PM2s, as found in Section F 
of the Air Quality Analysis (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the Air Quality Analysis), which 
evaluated the maximum permitted NOx, VOC and SO2 emissions from Riverview. This approach 
is recommended by U.S. EPA in evaluating a source's emissions and is based on photochemical 
modeling results to determine whether a source's primary and secondary impacts contribute to an 
exceedance of the ozone or PM2.s NAAQS. The analysis concluded that the emissions from 
Riverview will fall below conservative threshold values and will not cause or contribute to a 
violation of the 8-hour ozone or 24-hour or annual PM2.s NAAQS. 

General Statement 14 - Pollutant Travel Distance: 

Many commenters expressed concern over pollutant travel distance. 
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IDEM Response to General Statement 14 - Pollutant Travel Distance: 

For the Air Quality Analysis, IDEM, OAQ used the U.S. EPA developed American Meteorological 
Society Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD) and the EPA mandated 
policies and guidance to replicate weather conditions in order to predict the air pollution 
concentrations, travel distances, and resulting impact of Riverview's worst case scenario air 
pollution emissions on the surrounding area. AERMOD is an air dispersion model based on 
planetary boundary layer turbulence structure and scaling concepts, including treatment of both 
surface and elevated sources, and both simple and complex terrain. For a detailed explanation of 
the methodology used in the Air Quality Analysis see Appendix C to this ATSD and IDEM 
Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation Methodologies Used In 
Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality Analysis. 

IDEM's modeling results focused on the maximum modeled values in order to compare to each 
pollutant's respective health-based standard. Review of Riverview's impacts for PM10 and PM2.s 
showed their maximum modeled impacts, evaluated over the 43,800 hours of meteorological 
data, occurred just outside Riverview's northern property line with a rapid drop in concentrations 
further out from the source. Modeling PM 2.5 did not show a concentration above the 0.2 µg/m3 

Significant Impact Level (SIL) beyond 500 m (1,640 ft, slightly more than 1/4 mile) from the 
property line. It should be noted that the maximum PM10 impacts were below the SIL, meaning 
PM10 impacts are well below the PM10 National Ambient Air Quality Standards. All other pollutants 
modeled had maximum impacts along the property line or within 1 mile of the proposed source 
with the exception of 1-hour CO maximum impacts which occurred approximately 2 miles (3 
kilometers) east-northeast of the proposed source. These impacts were below the SIL and not 
anticipated to cause or contribute to any health concerns. 

Wind rose analysis, showing the direction winds are blowing from at the Evansville Regional 
Airport-National Weather Service station shows prevailing winds blow from the southwest. 
Therefore, concentrations are typically dispersed to the northeast. The far eastern portion of the 
receptor grid used for the dispersion modeling included the western outskirts of Ferdinand. The 
modeled concentrations of criteria pollutants near Ferdinand were well below 1?:ignificmice 
~ignificant Impact Levels and are not anticipated to have any health related impacts in that 
area~L __________________________________ _ 

Hazardous Air Pollutants emissions were modeled with maximum concentrations occurring along 
the northern Riverview property line, immediately south of 1-64. The concentration gradient 
decreased rapidly from the maximum impact receptor out from the source as the pollutants were 
dispersed and remained well below the individual HAP and cumulative cancer and non-cancerous 
risk factors. The cumulative cancer risk estimate from all HAPs was well below the U.S. EPA 
excess cancer risk threshold of one in ten thousand (1.0E-04) and the cumulative non-cancer 
health effects were below a Hazard Index (HI) of 1. 

Mr.  Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr.  of Mount Vernon, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr.  Comment 1: 

Commenter's review of the DRAFT Permit documents noted applicable requirements pursuant to 
40 CFR 61, Subpart BB (National Emission Standard for Benzene Emissions From Benzene 
Transfer Operations). Commenter neither identified 40 CFR 61, Subpart BB as an applicable 
requirement in REC's application nor found evidence that the proposed source will contain 
loading racks at which benzene is loaded in accordance with the applicability provisions of 
§61.300(a). 
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The loading rack will be used to load naphtha product into railcars. Based on information 
provided by the licensor, the naphtha product is expected to have a benzene content of less than 
2% by weight. Because determinations by U.S. EPA with regard to the applicability of 40 CFR 
61, Subpart BB, found in the Applicability Determination Index (ADI) ([ HYPER LINK 
"https://cfpub.epa.gov/adi/"]) do not address this situation and in an abundance of caution, IDEM, 
OAQ has chosen to include 40 CFR 61, Subpart BB, as an applicable requirement for the loading 
rack. Since the product is expected to contain less than 2% benzene by weight, the source would 
be subject to only to the record keeping and reporting requirements specified under 40 CFR 
61.305(i). IDEM, OAQ will retain these requirements in the permit until such time as the source 
obtains a specific determination of nonapplicability from the U.S. EPA. No changes were made 
as a result of this comment. 

Mr.  Comment 2: 

IDEM, OAQ has combined several lettered paragraphs of the commenter's letter that make 
similar observations about the descriptive information. 

The DRAFT Permit appropriately incorporates many standards; however, multiple instances exist 
where the permit language inaccurately, or incorrectly, attempts to incorporate applicable 
requirements. 

DRAFT Permit page 144 describes the Amine Regeneration Unit as part of sulfur recovery 
operations. The description provides "Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, the Amine 
Recovery Unit is an affected source." Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.640(d)(4), sulfur plant vents are 
excluded from the scope of a Subpart CC affected source; therefore, it is necessary to identify 
boundaries for the sulfur plant vents in order to clarify applicability 19,20. Specifically, IDEM 
should clarify whether the Amine Regeneration Unit is covered by 40 CFR 63 Subpart CC or 
UUU. 

The DRAFT Permit has multiple statements in description boxes with text similar to "Under the 
NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU, each bypass line serving the ... [e.g., Sour Water Stripper, 
Sulfur Recovery Unit A, Sulfur Recovery Unit B, HP Absorber and LP Absorber] ... is an affected 
source." 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 2: 

IDEM agrees with the types of changes recommended. The permit has been revised as follows 
with deleted language as strikec;,uts and new language bolded: 

(a) Statements regarding the applicability of 40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa have been changed 
throughout the permit: 

Under the NSPS, 40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa, the group of all the equipment (defined 
in§ 60.591a) associated with the ... is part of an affected facility 

As noted in the original Technical Support Document, the definition of "process unit" at 
§60.591 a was stayed at 73 FR 31376, June 2, 2008. While the definition of "process 
unit" is stayed, owners or operators should use an alternate definition that does not 
include product transfer racks. The stay is incorporated in the permit by the citation of 
§60.590a in its entirety. 

(b) Upon review, IDEM, OAQ finds that the because applicability of 40 CFR 60, Subpart 
NNN is described by §60.660(b)(3) as two or more distillation units and the common 
recovery system into which their vent streams are discharged, statements regarding the 
applicability of Subpart NNN have been changed throughout the permit: 
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... NNN, the ... tower is part of an affected facility. 

The amine absorber system is taken to be the common recovery system to which the 
distillation processes discharge and has been added to the affected facility, as follows: 

(d) VEBA Combi Cracker (VCC) unit operations, identified as Block 2000, consisting 
of: 

(1) 

(17) One (1) amine absorber system discharging sweet LPG to Block 4000 
and rich amine to Block 3000, consisting of: 

(A) 

Under the NSPS, 40 CFR 60, Subpart NNN, the amine absorber 
system is part of an affected facility. 

The inclusion of the amine absorber system in the affected source has also been 
incorporated in the Section E.7 emissions unit description box. 

(c) Upon review, IDEM, OAQ finds that because applicability of 40 CFR 60, Subpart RRR is 
described by §60.700(b)(2) as each combination of a reactor process and the recovery 
system into which its vent stream is discharged, statements regarding the applicability of 
Subpart RRR have been changed throughout the permit: 

... RRR, ... is part of an affected facility. 

The hot separator and cold separator are considered to be the recovery devices to which 
the reactor processes discharge and have been added to the affected facilities, as 
follows: 

(d) VEBA Combi Cracker (VCC) unit operations, identified as Block 2000, consisting 
of: 

(1) 

(10) One (1) hot separator, identified as Hot Separator, approved in 2019 for 
construction, discharging vapor to the 2nd stage reactors and liquids to 
the vacuum column feed heater, with emergency and pressure relief 
streams vented to the Block 4000 high pressure flare. 

Under the NSPS, 40 CFR 60, Subpart RRR, the hot separator is part 
of an affected facility. 

(14) One (1) cold separator, identified as Cold Separator, approved in 2019 
for construction, discharging non-phenolic sour water to Block 3000 and 
hydrocarbons to the fractionator heater, with emergency and pressure 
relief streams vented to the Block 4000 high pressure flare. 
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Under the NSPS, 40 CFR 60, Subpart RRR, the cold separator is part 
of an affected facility. 

The inclusion of the hot separator and cold separator in the affected sources has also 
been incorporated in the Section E.9 emissions unit description box. 

Finally, the citation to §§60.?00(b) in Condition E.9.2 - Standards of Performance for 
Volatile Organic Compound Emissions From Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing 
Industry (SOCMI) Reactor Processes NSPS has been corrected to par. 60.700(b)(2) 
because the affected source is defined as each reactor process and the recovery system 
into which its vent stream is discharged, as follows: 

E.9.2 Standards of Performance for Volatile Organic Compound Emissions From 
Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry (SOCMI) Reactor Processes 
NSPS [326 IAC 12] [40 CFR Part 60, Subpart RRR] 
The Permittee shall comply with the following provisions of 40 CFR Part 60, 
Subpart RRR (included as Attachment J to the operating permit), which are 
incorporated by reference as 326 IAC 12, for the emission unit(s) listed above: 

(1) 40 CFR 60.700(a) 
(2) 40 CFR 60.700(b)(32) 
(3) 

(d) Statements regarding the applicability of 40 CFR 60, Subpart 1111 have been changed 
throughout the permit because the regulation does not use the term "affected facility" 
commonly applied in New Source Performance Standards, as follows: 

Under the NSPS, 40 CFR 60, Subpart 1111, provisions of the subpart are applicable to 
... is an affected facility. 

(e) Statements regarding the applicability of 40 CFR 61, Subpart BB have been changed 
throughout the permit because the regulation uses the term "affected facility" rather than 
"affected source", as follows: 

Under the N ES HAP, 40 CFR 61, Subpart BB, the Product Loading Rack is an affected 
SGillGe facility. 

(f) Statements regarding the applicability of 40 CFR 61, Subpart FF have been changed 
throughout the permit because the regulation does not use the terms "affected facility" or 
"affected source", as follows: 

Under the N ES HAP, 40 CFR 61, Subpart FF, provisions of the subpart are applicable 
to ... is part of an affected facility. 

(g) Statements regarding the applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC have been changed 
throughout the permit, as follows: 

Under the N ES HAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, the ... is/are part of an affected source. 

(h) Statements regarding the applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart \/WV to certain tanks have 
been changed throughout the permit the regulation does not use the terms "affected 
facility" or "affected source", as follows: 

lJrn:lef Provisions of the N ESH AP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart \/WV, apply to T3 - T6 and T10 -
T14 are affected sources. 
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(i) Typographical errors in the applicability statements for tanks regarding Subpart CC and 
Subpart VWV were corrected in the Section D.6 and Section E.4 emissions unit 
description boxes, as follows: 

U) 

... T10-~ T14, ... 

·upon review, IDEM, OAQ finds that the affected source of 40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU 
consists of "The process vent or group of process vents on Claus or other types of sulfur 
recovery plant units or the tail gas treatment units serving sulfur recovery plants that are 
associated with sulfur recovery." (§63.1562(:.1;))(3)). The regulation does not define the 
term sulfur recovery plant unit, however the definition of sulfur recovery unit at 63.1579 is 
a "process unit that recovers elemental sulfur from gases that contain reduced sulfur 
compounds and other pollutants, usually by a vapor-phase catalytic reaction of sulfur 
dioxide and hydrogen sulfide." The combination of conjunctions in the definition of the 
affected facility and lack of clarity in definitions is somewhat confusing, but IDEM, OAQ 
recognizes the affected source of the subpart as limited to process vents and bypass 
lines on the Claus train and the tail gas treatment units (Sulfur Recovery Units A and B).] 
Pursuanllo 40 CFR 63.1562(j;)).(~2 which is cited in Condition E.15.2 - National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Pdroleum Refineris,s: Catalytic Cracking 
Units, Catalytic Reforming Units. and Sulfur Recovery Units NESHAP, affected sources 
include each bypass line that could diver! an affected vent stream away from a control 
device used lo comply with the requirements of Subpart UUU. 

Tile amine absorber system, amine regeneration unit and sour water stripping system 
+he!;&+lnit-s--do_not_recover_elemental_sulfur_andJlleir process_ vents__are_ therefore_not 
affeded streams. Bypass lines for the amine absorber system, amine regeneration unit, 
and sour water stripping system prornss vents are not affected sources because those 
bypass lines do not divert an affected vent stream away from a control device. :i:oo&, 
unit,,-_4.,._.rn,!.-.-rn.s/@M-0f.-.-01mm,n!.;..!-.-s,,U.i,1-0.-.;..rni.-.th.i-i1-0.-ri~"'•f,0·-¥()flts-.-;;m-.-t-i'l€¥<,fo.f<,-·.flG-!c--.;..m,,,fo,J 
${-f$-frff-W--:-

Descriptive information about the amine absorber system, amine regeneration unit, and 
sour water stripping system has been revised throughout the permit to remove 
applicability statements about Subpart UUU, as follows: 

(d) VEBA Cambi Cracker (VCC) unit operations, identified as Block 2000, consisting 
of: 

(1) 

(17) 

(18) 

One (1) amine absorber system discharging sweet LPG to Block 4000 
and rich amine to Block 3000, consisting of: 

(A) ... 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU, each bypass line serving 
the HP Absorber and LP Absorber is an affected source. 

(e) Sulfur recovery operations, identified as Block 3000, consisting of: 

(1) Amine Regeneration Unit, consisting of: 

(A) 
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regeneration unit, and sour water stripping system units 
are being removed from this section of the permit The 
proposed response to this comment focuses on the 
bypass lines serving each emission unit (addressed 
under 40 CFR 63.1562(b)(4)) but does not discuss 40 
CFR 63 Subpart UUU's applicability to each emissions 
unit specifically. If each emissions unit is being 
removed from this part of the permit because they are 
not part of the sulfur recovery unit as defined at 40 
CFR 63.1579, then the response should say this 
directly to ensure a more complete response. 

c. We suggest identifying where the vent stream goes 
when each emissions unit vents to the bypass line as 
part of the response. This would more specifically 
address whether an affected vent stream is being 
diverted away from a control device used to comply 
with 40 CFR 63 Subpart UUU. 40 CFR 63.1562(b)(4) 
states that affected sources include bypass lines that 
"could" divert an affected vent stream from the control 
device used to comply with this subpart. 

DL 5115 
added and edited response 
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UmieF-the--NESHAP,-40--CFR--63,--Sul:lpaFt--U-U-U,--eaGtt--bypass--lifle--sefV-ifllJ
the Amine Recovery Unit is an affected source. 

(2) Sour Water Stripping System, consisting of: 

(3) 

(A) 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU, each bypass line serving 
t-he--S0m-Wat-er--filr-i~-System-i&-afl-affected--so<1FGe-, 

The amine absorber system, amine regeneration unit, and sour water stripping system do 
not recover elemental sulfur and their process vents are therefore not affec!ed streams 
for Subpart UUU. Therefore, the units have been deleted from the Section E.15 
emissions unit description box, as follows: 

{d} VE-BACo-mbiCFackef-(VCC)-lfflit-opernt-iwt-s,ideR!ifiedasBklck2000,-cofl&istifl9 
OF. 

(17) One (1) amine absorber system discharging sweet LPG to Block 4000 
and rich amine to Block :moo, consisting of: 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU, each bypass line serving 
t-he--H-f"-AbS0fbeF-afld--L-f"-AbsofbeF-ts-an-affec!-ed--S0YfGe-, 

(e) Sulfur recovery operations, identified as Block 3000, consisting of: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Mr.  Comment 3: 

Amine Regeneration Unit, censisting of: 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Sllbpart UUU, each bypass line serving 
tlle-Amifle--Recc:w-ery--lJflit-is-afl-affec!ed--so.ifGe-, 

SmH Water Stripping System, consisting of: 

(A) 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart UUU, each bypass line serving 
the Sour V\later Stripping System is an affected sollrce. 

DRAFT Permit Condition D.12.1 provides that the leak detection and repair program specified in 
40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa shall serve as BACT for VOC fugitive emissions. The technology and 
work practices established in Subpart GGGa are over a decade old. Such practices do not 
incorporate use of low-emission (Low-E) valves (defined in Attachment B) (of the commenter"s 
letter) in light liquid service and lowered leak definitions for valves and pumps. Commenter is 
aware of EPA Compliance Initiatives that have mandated use of Low-E valves and packings, and 
lowered leak definitions to 500 ppm for valves and 2000 ppm for pumps. As indicated by the 
footnote references, these practices represent enhancements to the LOAR programs otherwise 
applicable to multiple implementing facilities. Such work practices may not have been specifically 
considered when evaluating BACT selection; however, the practices should be considered as 
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part of BACT for LOAR programs and included in the Permit PSD BACT requirements (Condition 
D.12.1) for control of VOC fugitive emissions. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 3: 

The compliance initiatives cited by the commenter are consent decrees for a number of sources. 
Consent decrees may involve enforcement actions or other issues that are outside BACT 
concerns, therefore OAQ H1-Hes--0F1-tile--revm,,p.fconsidered the ]BACT determinations that are in 
the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) database for petroleum refineriesL The technology 
reviewlf..1,s not limited to th,~ RBl..C database but included p,~rmits and supporting documentation 
for sources in other sfat,~s. The RBLC included entries as recent as 2016 and, despite some 
differences in \IIJOrding, are not substantially different from the requirements of 40 CFR 60, 
Subpart Waas it is incorporated in Subpart GGGa, which was determined to be BACT for the 
proposed source.[ !IDEM. OAQ considers that the leak detection and rep,air program is the control 
technology. not the leak detection threshold. 

$i;,ecification of "Low Emission" valves as an element of BACT for the somce is not considered to 
offer any significant advantage and is not supported by determinations that were reviewed. First, 
the plant design does not include verv many valves in light liguid service, a total of 66 in Blocks 
2000 and 4000, so emissions rnductions over what is already specifo~d could total no more than 
about two and one half tons per vear. Second, it is not cls~ar how v1<ids~ly available~ low emission 
designs rrmy be in the marketplace. VVhile industry standards for fugitive emissions tests for 
packing and valves (e.g.. API 622, API 624. arid API 64'1) may be established, those standards 
may not yet be fully incorporated into design standards for all categories and classes of valves 
such that low-emissions design can be considered universal. 

The situation with pumps is somev,kmt similar to valves, Leak-free or low-fugitive-emission 
designs are available in the market, and recognized in the LOAR testing rnquirnments for pump~_ 
at 40 CFR 60,482-2a that are incorporated into Subpart GGGa. However, it is not appropriate for 
IDEM, OAQ to specify a __ 2aiticular pump design as BACT wtwn that design may not actually be 
suitable for the service.I 

With regard to the use of technology or work practices that may reduce fugitive emissions, 40 
CFR 60.592a expressly provides a mechanism for owners and operators subject to Subpart 
GGGa to establish a determination of equivalency for any means of emission limitation that 
achieves a reduction in emissions of VOC at least equivalent to the reduction in emissions of 
VOC achieved by the controls required in the subpart. There should also be no restriction on the 
~Q!!.LQQ __ §_[?_p_lying a lower leak detection threshold for any device if the lower threshold is supf1Q!1Q,j 
bv the device design and manufacturer's warranty. No changes were made as a result of this 
comment. 

Mr.  Comment 4: 

The DRAFT Permit refers to both an "Amine Regeneration Unit" and an "Amine Recovery Unit". 
Each identifier is used multiple times in the DRAFT Permit and TSO; however, it is not clear 
whether IDEM intends each to describe the same unit or different units. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 4: 

IDEM, OAQ has revised the unit description throughout the permit, as follows with deleted 
language as strikeollts and new language bolded: 

... amine feGO¥e-fY regeneration unit ... 

Mr.  Comment 5: 

The DRAFT Permit (page 166) identifies the Product Loading Rack as an affected facility under 
NSPS 40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa and as an affected source under NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, 
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- Commented [LD1 OJ: epa 4/17 comment 

2.  Comment 3 describes the use of low
emission valves and other work practices that may be 
available for controlling fugitive voe emissions. 

a. While the response explains that IDEM reviewed the 
RBLC to identify available control technologies, it is not 
clear whether low emission valves were evaluated as 
part of the BACT process for this permit. We suggest 
that you consider evaluating low emission valves and 
other work practices as part of the BACT analysis. If 
these valves and work practices are potentially 
available control options, then the analysis should 
consider whether these options are technically feasible 
and whether they are the most effective available 
controls. Alternatively, we suggest providing 
justification explaining why the technologies and work 
practices identified in the comment would not need to 
be evaluated in the BACT analysis. 

b. We suggest that you consider clarifying the response 
regarding the RBLC review The statement in 
response to  comment 3, "OAQ relies on the 
review of BACT determinations that are in the RBLC for 
petroleum refineries", may imply that IDEM solely relied 
on RBLC determinations for this permit to determine 
BACT, However, the response to Earthjustice 
comment 4 explains that other sources of information, 
such as permits and other supporting documents for 
sources in other states, are considered as part of the 
BACT analysis. This part of the response to  

\ comment 3 may inadvertently contradict other 
\ responses included in the ATSD. 

\ 

Commented [LD11]: 5/14 
this gets at ''a" in comment on  3, maybe 
incorporate into app B? 
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Subpart CC. The Product Loading Rack may include "equipment" subject to equipment leak 
requirements under both Subpart GGGa and Subpart CC (e.g., valves and connectors); however, 
loading racks (often identified as transfer racks in some regulations), as such, do not constitute 
an "affected facility" under Subpart GGGa or an "affected source" under Subpart CC. 

IDEM should clarify whether it has determined that the loading rack is the origin of a 
miscellaneous process vent subject to requirements of 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC. Additionally, 
IDEM should clarify whether specific control requirements apply to the Loading Flare under 40 
CFR 63, Subpart CC and/or NSPS, 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 5: 

Much of Mr.  Comment 5 as relates to the applicability of 40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa to the 
Product Loading Rack is discussed in paragraph (a) of the IDEM Response to Mr.  
Comment 2. 

40 CFR 63.640(c)(5) designates gasoline loading racks as part of the affected source. However, 
upon review, IDEM, OAQ finds that the products loaded, diesel fuel and naphtha, are not gasoline 
as defined at 40 CFR 63.641 because the products are not petroleum distillates or petroleum 
distillate/alcohol blends having a Reid vapor pressure of 27.6 kilopascals or greater that is used 
as a fuel for internal combustion engines. Based on process modeling information provided by 
the source, the Reid Vapor Pressure of the product naphtha is on the order of 0.3 kPa. Based on 
vapor pressure information for diesel fuel in AP-42 Table 7.1-2 the Reid Vapor Pressure of diesel 
fuel is on the order of 0.003 kPa. 

Descriptive information about the Product Loading Rack has been revised throughout the permit 
as follows with deleted language as strilrnouts and new language balded: 

(f) Offsites operations, identified as Block 4000, consisting of: 

(1) 

(3) Loading operations, as follows: 

(A) One (1) 8-spot railcar loading rack 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, the Product Loading Rack 
is part of an affected source. 

The Section E.13 emissions unit description box has been revised as follows: 

(d) 

(f) Offsites operations, identified as Block 4000, consisting of: 

(1) 

(3) Loading operations, as follovJS: 

One (1) 8 spot railcar loading rack for naphtha and diesel, identified as 
Product Loading Rael<, approved in 2018 for constrnction, with a 
maximum capacity of 2,500 gallons per minute at each spot, controlled 
bytlleloadiRg--f'-lar€. 

Under the NSPS, 40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa, the Product Loading Rack 
is an affected facility. 
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UmieF-the--NESHAP,-40--CfR-6l,--Sul:lpaFt--BB,--tlle--Pmducl-l0adiHg---RaGk: 
is an affected source. 

Under the ~IEgFIAP, 4Q CfR @3, gi.l:l,iart CC, the ProdtJct beading Rael< 
is an affected source. 

Because the Product Loading Rack is not part of the affected source for Subpart CC, the Loading 
Flare is then not a control device for emission points subject to the subpart. Statements 
regarding the applicability of Subpart CC to the flares have been changed throughout the permit 
as follows: 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, the flaras HP Flare, LP Flare, and SB Flare are 
affected sources control devices for emission points subject to this subpart. 

Mr.  Comment 6: 

DRAFT Permit Condition E.13.3 at page 192 has been inadvertently designated E.13.2. This 
should be corrected. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 6: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes. The permit has been revised as follows with 
deleted language a,; stril(eotJts and new language bolded: 

E.13.23 Testing Requirements [326 IAC 2-1.1-11] [326 IAC 2-7-6(1)] [326 IAC 2-7-5(1)] 

Mr.  Comment 7: 

IDEM, OAQ has combined several paragraphs of the commenter's letter that make similar 
observations about the descriptive information. 

Some DRAFT Permit descriptions reference emission units that are inadvertently missing. For 
example, product storage tanks, identified as part of the Block 4000 offsite operations, are in a 
table at DRAFT Permit page 133 and at the top of page 134; the tables list ID T1-T6 on page 133 
and T13-T16 on page 134. Text below the table provides that, under NESHAP 40 CFR 63, 
Subpart CC, T1O-T14 are part of an affected source. However, the tanks T10-T-14 are not 
included in the table. 

The discussions of NSPS and NESHAP requirements for specified tanks following tank listing 
tables in some sections (e.g., Section E.14 at page 194) are not consistent in specifying tanks 
that are included in the table list. Such inconsistencies should be corrected. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 7: 

The table of tanks subject to conditions in Section D.12, cited by the commenter as appearing at 
pages 133 and 134 in the draft permit does not refer to the applicable requirements of 40 CFR 
63, Subpart CC. Those NESHAP requirements are in Section E.13. It is standard IDEM, OAQ 
practice to include the NSPS and NESHAP applicability statements for a paragraph of descriptive 
information when that paragraph appears, in whole or in part, in an emissions unit description 
box. Section D.12 incorporates PSD BACT requirements for petroleum refinery units and state 
petroleum refinery requirements found at 326 IAC 8-4-2. 

IDEM, OAQ has reviewed the applicability of federal rules and updated descriptive language (see 
IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 2) as appropriate. With regard to tanks listed in 
the emissions unit description box at Section E.14, there is no inconsistency. Tanks listed in the 
table are those noted in the applicability statement as subject to requirements of 40 CFR 63, 
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Subpart VWV. As noted in the original Technical Support Document, however, tank T6 is subject 
to provisions of Subpart CC that reference Subpart VWV only when containing diesel fuel. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr.  Comment 8: 

DRAFT Permit Condition D.4.7(a) references the emissions limits established in Condition 
D.4.1 (n). Condition D.4.1 does not include requirement (n); this error should be resolved. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 8: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes. The permit has been revised as follows with 
deleted language as strikeouts and new language bolded: 

D.4.7 Record Keeping Requirement 
(a) To document the compliance status with Condition D.4.1 tlt(f)(1 ), the Permittee 

shall maintain records in accordance with (1) through (3) below. Records 
maintained for (1) through (3) shall be taken monthly and shall be complete and 
sufficient to establish compliance with the emission limits established in 
Condition D.4.1 W(f)(1). 

(1) 

Mr.  Comment 9: 

The outline hierarchy in many description boxes does not follow a logical sequence and contains 
many sequential gaps. This complicates understanding completeness, implementation and 
enforcement of the Permit; this is particularly problematic when the description boxes are 
referenced to define the scope for an applicable requirement. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 9: 

Paragraph lettering and numbering in the emissions unit description boxes is not intended to 
establish any sort of an outline. Instead, the paragraph lettering and numbering from Section A 
are maintained in the description boxes for units and insignificant activities subject to 
requirements in the D- and E-sections. No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr.  Comment 10: 

DRAFT Permit Condition D.3.7 addresses continuous monitoring to demonstrate compliance with 
Condition D.3.1 (b)(2), which limits S02 emissions, measured in tons/year (i.e., mass emissions). 
DRAFT Permit Condition D.3.7(a) requires continuous monitoring of fuel gas total sulfur 
concentration. DRAFT Permit Condition D.3.7(b) provides "The S02 emissions shall be 
calculated based on the conversion of one mole of sulfur in the fuel gas to one mole of S02." 

However, the permit is silent on monitoring the volume of fuel gas consumed, which is a 
necessary parameter to convert concentration data to mass emissions. The DRAFT Permit must 
specify acceptable methods or sources of data for fuel usage volume data to be used in the 
calculation to demonstrate compliance. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 10: 

Condition D.3.13 requires keeping records offuel gas usage. In combination with the continuous 
fuel gas sulfur content monitoring at Condition D.3.7 and concentration-based limits found in 
Conditions D.3.1 (b)(2) and D.3.2 this data is considered sufficient to demonstrate compliance. 
No changes were made as a result of this comment. 
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EPA finalized amendments to both 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja and 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC in the 
Federal Register on November 26, 2018 beginning at page 60696. The amendments became 
effective immediately. IDEM should include the amendments in the final Permit by both including 
an updated Attachment N to the Permit and appropriately revising (or adding) applicable 
requirement citations within the body of the Permit to reflect any amendments deemed applicable. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 11: 

The November 26, 2018 notice (83 FR 60696), which was published while the draft permit was on 
public notice, included revisions to 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, and 40 CFR 
63, Subpart UUU. IDEM, OAQ has reviewed the November 26, 2018 Federal Register notice and 
found that the NSPS and N ESH AP revisions do not affect the applicable requirement citations in 
the permit No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Attachments D, N, and P have been revised to incorporate the November 26, 2018 final rule. 

Mr.  Comment 12: 

IDEM should clarify whether the Permit already includes (or needs to have added) applicable 
requirements pertaining to aniline use. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 12: 

According to information provided by the source, aniline will be used only when commissioning 
process catalyst in the VCC unit (Block 2000) which is expected to take place once every two 
years .. Aniline is not one of the HAPs listed in Table 1 of Subpart CC of Part 63, and the VCC 
unit is not an affected source or part of an affected source for another subpart of Part 63. The 
commenter referred to Subpart EEEE, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: 
Organic Liquids Distribution (Non-Gasoline). The definition of organic liquid in Subpart EEEE (at 
40 CFR 63.2406) excludes any non-crude oil liquid with an annual average true vapor pressure 
less than 0.7 kilopascals (0.1 psia) determined at standard conditions of 77°F and 29.92 
millimeters of mercury. As determined using information in Table 3-8, Perry's Chemical 
Engineers' Handbook, 6th ed. (McGraw-Hill, New York, 1984), the vapor pressure of aniline at 
77°F is <0.1 kPa and the compound is therefore not an organic liquid for the purposes of Subpart 
EEEE. No changes were made as a result of this comment 

Mr.  Comment 13: 

The scope of the 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC affected source 40 (see 40 CFR 63.640(c)(8)) includes 
heat exchange systems, as defined in 63.641. Commenter did not find the Subpart CC 
requirements applicable to heat exchange systems appropriately incorporated in the DRAFT 
Permit. The final Permit must include all requirements applicable to the heat exchange systems. 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 13: 

The source has provided additional information identifying blocks where petroleum refinery 
process unit heat exchangers subject to Subpart CC are expected to operate. These include 
Blocks 2000, 3000, and 7000. The cooling tower (EU-6001) is also part of a heat exchange 
system as defined at 40 CFR 63.641. The emission unit descriptions in Condition A.2 and 
Section E.13 have been revised as follows, with deleted language as stfikeo-uts and new 
language bolded: 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Permit Reviewer· Douglas Logan, PE. 

A.2 Emission Units and Pollution Control Equipment Summary [326 IAC 2-7-
4(c)(3)][326 IAC 2-7-5(14)] 
This stationary source consists of the following emission units and pollution control 
devices: 

(a) 

(d) VEBA Cambi Cracker (VCC) unit operations, identified as Block 2000, consisting 
of: 

(1) 

(18) Block 2000 petroleum refinery process unit heat exchangers that 
are in organic HAP service, as defined in 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, 
and all water lines to and from these petroleum refinery process 
unit heat exchangers. 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, petroleum refinery 
process unit heat exchangers that are in organic HAP service and 
related water lines are part of an affected source. 

(e) Sulfur recovery operations, identified as Block 3000, consisting of: 

(f) 

(1) 

(4) Block 3000 petroleum refinery process unit heat exchangers that 
are in organic HAP service, as defined in 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, 
and all water lines to and from these petroleum refinery process 
unit heat exchangers. 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, petroleum refinery 
process unit heat exchangers that are in organic HAP service and 
related water lines are part of an affected source. 

(h) Utilities operations, identified as Block 6000, consisting of: 

(1) 

(2) One (1) three-cell crossflow mechanical draft cooling tower, identified as 
EU-6001, approved in 2019 for construction, with a maximum capacity of 
32,000 gallons per hour, equipped with mist eliminators and exhausting 
to stacks EU-6001, EU-6002, and EU-6003. 

(3) 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, the three-cell cooling 
tower is part of an affected source. 

U) Hydrogen unit operations, identified as Block 7000, as follows: 

(1) 

(3) Block 7000 petroleum refinery process unit heat exchangers that 
are in organic HAP service, as defined in 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, 
and all water lines to and from these petroleum refinery process 
unit heat exchangers. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, petroleum refinery 
process unit heat exchangers that are in organic HAP service and 
related water lines are part of an affected source. 

No change is being made to the list of applicable requirements at Condition E.13.2 - National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants From Petroleum Refineries NESHAP at this 
time because the Permittee has indicated that it does not intend to claim the exemption at 40 
CFR 63.654(b) for any heat exchange systems. The condition continues to cite 40 CFR 63.654 in 
its entirety. 

Mr.  Comment 14: 

TSO page 42 states "The treat gas heater, EU-2002, is not in VOC service. The fluid stream 
heated in the unit can be reasonably expected always to exceed 50 percent hydrogen by volume. 
Therefore, Subpart GGGa is not applicable to this unit" This is an example of considering 
applicability for a unit operation (treat gas heater) that is not an affected facility under Subpart 
GGGa. The Commenter believes the 50 percent hydrogen basis to exclude the unit from Subpart 
GGGa may be a misapplication of the exemption provided in 40 CFR 60.593a that applies to 
exempt compressors (which are affected facilities under Subpart GGGa) from requirements in 40 
CFR 60.592a. The consideration of applicability for compressors does not apply to other affected 
facility equipment (e.g., valves, relief devices, connectors, etc.). If IDEM evaluated the equipment 
(e.g., valves, relief devices, connectors, etc.) associated with the treat gas heater, EU-2002, for 
Subpart GGGa applicability, the standard that must be used is whether the equipment is "in VOC 
service" pursuant to 40 CFR 60.481 (i.e., equipment contains or contacts process fluid that is at 
least 10 percent VOC by weight). A fluid that contains greater than 50 percent by volume 
hydrogen may or may not contain less than 10 percent VOC by weight IDEM should reconsider 
its assessment of Subpart GGGa applicability for the treat gas heater, EU-2002 and clarify its 
intent 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 14: 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.590a(a)(3), the group of all the equipment within a process unit is an 
affected facility. Equipment is defined at §60.591 a as each valve, pump, pressure relief device, 
sampling connection system, open-ended valve or line, and flange or other connector in VOC 
service. §60.591a does not define the term "in VOC service", but incorporates the definitions in 
Subpart Wa, where "in VOC service" is defined as" ... piece of equipment contains or contacts a 
process fluid that is at least 10 percent VOC by weight" According to R.N. Shreve and J. A. 
Brink, Chemical Process Industries, 4th Ed. (McGraw Hill, New York 1977), the product of a 
typical water gas shift reaction contains 75% H2, 8% CO, and 15% CO2, with the remainder 
nitrogen and methane. None of those named components of the product stream are VOC. 
Expressing those volume percentages as weight percent and considering all of the nitrogen and 
methane fraction as propane as a worst case for the light hydrocarbon overhead from the VCC 
process, shows that the VOC content of the water gas shift reaction product stream is less than 
8% by weight The treat gas heater (EU-2002) is therefore not in VOC service and is not part of 
the affected source for subpart GGGa. No changes were made as a result of this comment 

Mr.  Comment 15: 

If the liquid phase hydrocracker section (LPH), gas phase hydrotreater section (GPH), vacuum 
distillation tower, and fractionator tower are part of a petroleum refining process unit, why are 
requirements of CFR 60, Subparts NNN and RRR applicable? The TSO attempts to address this 
at TSO page 48: " ... because the units are part of a process unit that produces one or more of the 
chemicals listed in 40 CFR 60.667 as a product, co-product, byproduct, or intermediate." 
However, if true, this raises two more questions: 

(1) Because 40 CFR 60, Subparts NNN and RRR were developed to regulate the Synthetic 
Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry (SOCMI) distillation and reactor processes in a 
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process unit that produces any of the chemicals listed in 40 CFR 60.667 and 60.707, 
respectively, do operations assigned applicability under Subparts NNN and RRR 
constitute separate SOCMI operations process units that are typically regulated under 
MACT standards in 40 CFR 63, Subparts F, G, H and/or FFFF? 

(2) If 40 CFR 60, Subparts NNN and RRR apply, why does 40 CFR 60, Subpart Wa not 
apply, and if Subpart Wa does not apply, why do Subparts NNN and RRR apply? 

IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 15: 

For purposes of applicability in 40 CFR 60, Subparts NNN and RRR, "Product means any 
compound or chemical listed in §60.707 which is produced for sale as a final product as that 
chemical, or for use in the production of other chemicals or compounds. By-products, co
products, and intermediates are considered to be products." 

With regard to the interaction of Subpart NNN and Subpart RRR applicability with the other 
federal regulations questioned in the numbered sub-paragraphs of the comment, as noted in the 
original Technical Support Document: 

(a) The requirements of the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPs) From the Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry, 40 CFR 63, 
Subpart F and 326 IAC 20-11 are not included in the permit for this source, since the 
source does not manufacture as a primary product one or more of the chemicals listed in 
40 CFR 63.100(b)(1 )(i) or (ii). Note that this subpart does not include byproducts in its 
definition of product 

(b) The requirements of the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(N ESHAPs) From the Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry for Process 
Vents, Storage Vessels, Transfer Operations, and Wastewater, 40 CFR 63, Subpart G 
and 326 IAC 20-11 are not included in the permit for this source, since the source is not 
subject to 40 CFR 63, Subpart F. 

(c) The requirements of the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(N ESHAPs) From the Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry for Equipment 
Leaks, 40 CFR 63, Subpart H, 326 IAC 20-11, and 326 IAC 20-12 are not included in the 
permit The source is not subject to provisions of 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC that reference 
this subpart. 

(d) The requirements of the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: 
Miscellaneous Organic Chemical Manufacturing, 40 CFR 63, Subpart FFFF and 326 IAC 
20-84, were not discussed in the original Technical Support Document. The 
requirements of this subpart are not included in the permit for this source, because the 
source does not produce any material or family of materials described in 40 CFR 
63.2435(b)(1)(i) through (iv) and because organic chemical manufacturing process units 
at the source are affected sources or parts of affected sources under other subparts of 
Part 63. 

(e) The requirements of the Standards of Performance for Equipment Leaks of VOC in the 
Synthetic Organic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry for Which Construction, 
Reconstruction, or Modification Commenced After November 7, 2006, 40 CFR 60, 
Subpart Wa and 326 IAC 12, are not included in the permit for the source, because the 
source is not in the synthetic organic chemical manufacturing industry as defined at 40 
CFR 60.481 a. The source does not produce, as an intermediate or final product, one or 
more of the chemicals listed in 40 CFR 60.489. Note that, again, this subpart does not 
include byproducts in its definition of product. 

Because determinations by U.S. EPA regarding applicability of the subparts listed in the basic 
comment that are found in the ADI (see link at Comment 1) are not specific to the present case, 
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IDEM, OAQ has chosen to include the subparts in applicable requirements for the source. IDEM, 
OAQ will retain the requirements until such time as the source may request a specific 
determination of applicability from the U.S. EPA No changes were made as a result of this 
comment. 

Mr. Michael Langman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Michael Langman, U.S. EPA Region 5, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Permit Comments 

EPA Permit Comment 1: 

Condition D.1.1 incorporates PM, PM10, and PM2.5 best available control technology (BACT) 
requirements for the coal handling operations. The BACT determination requires 0% visible 
emissions from the entrance and exit doors of the unloading enclosure at any time. However, the 
permit does not appear to include monitoring or recordkeeping requirements to determine 
compliance with this BACT requirement. 326 IAC 2-7-5(3) and 40 C.F.R. 70.6(a)(3) require the 
part 70 permit to include monitoring and sufficient recordkeeping to obtain reliable data 
representative of the source's compliance with the permit We request that you either add 
periodic visible emissions monitoring requirements to the permit or explain how the draft permit 
currently requires the source to demonstrate compliance with the limit 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 1: 

Condition D.1 .4 - Testing Requirements, includes opacity testing for the baghouse (EU-1000) that 
maintains the negative pressure conditions in the coal unloading enclosure. Such opacity testing 
includes both the BACT requirement at Condition D.1.1 (b) and the NSPA requirements at 40 CFR 
60, Subpart Y. IDEM, OAQ considers that the compliance monitoring requirements for the 
baghouses and enclosures and the inspection requirements for the enclosure demonstrate 
compliance with the opacity limit IDEM, OAQ notes that the Idaho permit (PTC P-2008.0066, 
February 10, 2009) referenced in determining BACT for the enclosures does not include periodic 
visible emissions monitoring other than testing as incorporated in the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

EPA Permit Comment 2: 

Condition D.1.8 requires daily record keeping of the negative pressure and inward velocity of the 
unloading enclosure, but not the coal storage enclosure. Condition D.1.6 requires the source to 
either maintain negative pressure or maintain a minimum inward flow velocity through each 
opening. We request that you include similar coal stockpile enclosure recordkeeping 
requirements to determine compliance with condition D.1.6. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 2: 

IDEM, OAQ agrees that record keeping requirements for the coal storage enclosures were 
unintentionally left out of Condition D.1.8. In addition, because the term "door" may suggest an 
intermittent barrier to passage, the term in paragraph D.1.8(a) and paragraph D.1.11 (b) has been 
changed to "opening." IDEM added a word unintentionally not included in paragraph D.1.11 (c). 
IDEM has also changed the titles of Conditions D.1.5 and D.1.6 to" ... Enclosure Control" 
consistent with the typical usage in compliance determination conditions. Section D.1 has been 
revised as follows, with deleted language as stril<eee1ts .ind new language bolded: 
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(a) The Permittee shall record the negative pressure or velocity at each unloading enclosure 
€IGGf opening at least once per day when the associated emissions unit is in operation. 
When, for any one reading, a measured value is outside the following specifications, the 
Permittee shall take a reasonable response. 

Parameter Range 
Negative Pressure Equal to or Greater than 0.013 millimeters or 

seven-thousandths (0.007) inches of water 
Inward Velocity 200 feet per minute (1.016 m/sec) 

(b) The Permittee shall record the negative pressure or velocity at each coal storage 
enclosure opening at least once per day when the associated emissions unit is in 
operation. When, for any one reading, a measured value is outside the following 
specifications, the Permittee shall take a reasonable response. 

Parameter Range 
Negative Pressure Equal to or Greater than 0.013 millimeters or 

seven-thousandths (0.007) inches of water 
Inward Velocity 200 feet per minute (1.016 m/sec) 

(be) 

D.1.11 Record Keeping Requirement 
(a) 

(b) To document the compliance status with Condition D.1.8(a), the Permittee shall maintain 
daily records of negative pressure across each unloading enclosure €IGGf opening or air 
velocity. The Permittee shall include in its daily record when a measurement is not taken 
and the reason for the lack of a measurement (e.g. the process did not operate that day). 

(c) To document the compliance status with Condition D.1.8(b), the Permittee shall maintain 
daily records of negative pressure across each storage enclosure opening or air velocity. 
The Permittee shall include in its daily record when a measurement is not taken and the 
reason for the lack of a measurement (e.g. the process did not operate that day). 

(d) 

EPA Permit Comment 3: 

Condition D.1.8(a) requires the Permittee to take a reasonable response when a monitored 
enclosure parameter is outside of the established range. However, condition D.1.8(a) does not 
establish reasonable response requirements. We understand that section C.16 of the draft permit 
(Responses to Excursions and Exceedances) is typically referred to whenever a reasonable 
response is required. If section C.16 applies, we suggest referring to it in this 
condition. Otherwise, we request that you specify any reasonable response requirements, such 
as the expected response, when the permittee must reasonably respond, and any appropriate 
recordkeeping requirements to demonstrate that a reasonable response was taken. 
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IDEM, OAQ agrees that a reference to Section C - Response to Excursions and Exceedances is 
consistent with other compliance monitoring provisions. A new paragraph (d) is added to 
Condition D.1.8, as follows with new language bolded: 

D.1.8 Enclosure Monitoring 
(a) 

(d) If abnormal negative pressure or velocity measurements are observed, the 
Permittee shall take a reasonable response. Section C - Response to Excursions 
and Exceedances contains the Permittee's obligation with regard to the reasonable 
response steps required by this condition. Failure to take response steps shall be 
considered a deviation from this permit. 

EPA Permit Comment 4: 

Condition D.1.9 generally requires the Permittee to inspect the unloading enclosure and storage 
enclosure once per month. However, this condition does not specify what constitutes a failed 
inspection nor does it establish any response requirements to a failed inspection. We note that 
conditions D.1.5(a) and D.1.6(a) require each enclosure to be free of cracks, gaps, corrosion, or 
other deterioration. If these the conditions necessitate the inspection requirement, then the 
inspection requirement should require the source to take timely, appropriate action if the 
enclosures are cracked, have gaps, are corroded, or are otherwise deteriorated. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 4: 

IDEM, OAQ agrees with the recommended clarification of Condition D.1.9 - Enclosure Inspection. 
The condition has been revised as follows with new language bolded: 

D.1.9 Enclosure Inspection 
(a) The Permittee shall inspect the unloading enclosure and structure at least once per 

month to verify that it is free of cracks, gaps, corrosion, or other deterioration. 

(b) The Permittee shall inspect each storage enclosure and structure at least once per month 
to verify that it is free of cracks, gaps, corrosion, or other deterioration. 

(c) If abnormal conditions are observed, the Permittee shall take a reasonable 
response. Section C - Response to Excursions and Exceedances contains the 
Permittee's obligation with regard to the reasonable response steps required by 
this condition. Failure to take response steps shall be considered a deviation from 
this permit. 

EPA Permit Comment 5: 

Condition D.3.1 (a)(2), (c)(2), (d)(2), (e)(2), and (f)(3) and D.4.1 (I) require the Permittee use good 
combustion practices. This includes flue gas oxygen content, combustion air flow, fuel 
consumption, and flue gas temperature monitoring and maintaining each parameter within the 
manufacturer's recommended operating guidelines or in a range otherwise indicative of proper 
operation of the emissions unit. 

a. Combustion air flow and flue gas temperature monitoring and record keeping 
requirements do not appear in the permit We request that you either include air flow and 
flue gas temperature monitoring in the permit or explain how air flow and flue gas 
temperature monitoring already occurs as part of the permit. 

b. We request that you specify how the permittee may establish alternate operating 
parameters that indicate of proper operation of the emissions unit. As written, the permit 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer· Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

appears to allow the Permittee to establish alternate operating guidelines in any way and 
at any time. Further, the permit does not appear to require the Permittee to maintain 
records showing how the alternate parameters were established. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 5: 

IDEM, OAQ reviewed permits from a number of states to complete the BACT determinations for 
fuel gas combustion units and SRU tail gas incinerators. Most permits considered (examples 
from Ohio, Illinois, Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho), included nothing to define "good combustion 
practices." The most extensive definition was found in multiple Louisiana PSD permits that 
provided the language applied in the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit. Permits from Oklahoma and Texas used definitions of "good combustion practices" 
between the two extremes. 

While the number of Louisiana PSD permits considered was rather extensive, IDEM found that 
many of the Louisiana documents did not establish BACT for Riverview Energy Corporation. The 
most common reason that a Louisiana permit was found not useful in the present analysis was 
that the source, while similar in some respects to the proposed Riverview Energy source, was in 
a different SIC code. In some instances, the Louisiana sources found in the RBLC search had 
not been constructed and were thus not suitable for establishing BACT in the current analysis 
because compliance with the BACT limits could not be demonstrated. Nevertheless, IDEM did 
adopt the Louisiana good combustion practices language as the most detailed found in the BACT 
research process. 

Upon further review, IDEM finds that the operating permits issued in associated with the cited 
Louisiana PSD permits do not appear to include monitoring and sufficient record keeping to 
obtain reliable data representative of the source's compliance with the permit This observation is 
applicable to permit number 2840-V4, Alliance Refinery, RBLC ID No. LA-0283, cited in the Step 
4 VOC table for fuel gas combustion units >100 MM Btu/hr and permit number 2520-00027-VS, St 
Charles Refinery, RBLC ID No. LA-0213, cited in the Step 4 VOC table for fuel gas combustion 
units <100 MM Btu/hr. IDEM considers therefore that these RBLC entries do not establish BACT 
for units at Riverview Energy Corporation and the definition of "good combustion practices" in the 
Louisiana PSD permits is considered not applicable to the proposed source. 

Although the Louisiana definition of "good combustion practices" is not supported in permit 
conditions, the requirement to apply good combustion practices appears in some other 
references. Other states include good combustion practices in BACT determinations for 
particulate matter, SO2, CO, and greenhouse gases. Examples of explanatory language about 
good combustion practices include; 

• Excess oxygen monitoring and annual burner tuning and heater inspection (Ohio) 
• Furnace excess air control (Texas) 
• Good combustion practice includes operational and design elements to control the 

amount and distribution of excess air in the flue gas (Oklahoma) 

IDEM, OAQ finds that a requirement to apply good combustion practices is a consistent element 
of BACT for particulate matter, SO2, CO, and greenhouse gases. Based on a review of language 
applied in other states, good combustion practices are defined as the installation and operation of 
an oxygen trim system, as defined at 40 CFR 63.7575, on each fuel gas combustion unit and 
compliance with the tune-up requirements of 40 CFR 63.7540(a)(10), (11) or (12) that are 
applicable to the unit The determination of NOx and VOC BACT for the fuel gas combustion 
units therefore does not include a requirement to apply good combustion practices. 

Condition D.3.1 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) BACT of the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit has been revised as follows with deleted 
language as strikeollts and new language balded: 
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D.3.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) BACT [326 IAC 2-2-3] 

(a) 

(2) The units shall use good combustion practices. Good combustion practices shall 
include monitoring of the flue gas oxygen content, combustion air flow, fuel 
consum13tion, and flue gas tem13eratum. These 13arameters shall be maintained 
within the manufacturer's recommended 013erating guidelines or within a range 
that is otherwise indicative ef proper operation ef the emissions unit installation 
and operation of an oxygen trim system, as defined at 40 CFR 63.7575, on 
each fuel gas combustion unit 

(3) 

(b) The Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) for SO2 for the fuel combustion units 
shall be as follows: 

(c) 

(1) The units shall burn only natural gas and process off-gas. 

(2) The average sulfur content of the fuel gas combusted shall not exceed 0.005 
gr/scf per twelve (12) consecutive month period with compliance determined at 
the end of each month. 

(3) SO2 emissions shall not exceed: 

SO2 Emission Limitations 

Unit ID tpy 

EU-1007 0.35 

EU-2001 0.80 

EU-2002 0.33 

EU-2003 0.06 

EU-2004 0.97 

EU-6000 0.42 

(4) The units shall use good combustion practices. Good combustion 
practices shall include installation and operation of an oxygen trim system, 
as defined at 40 CFR 63.7575, on each fuel gas combustion unit. 

(2) 

(32) 

(43) 

The units shall use good combustion practices. Good combustion practices shall 
incllJde monitoring of the flue gas oxygen content, combustion air flow, fuel 
consumption, and flue gas temperahJFe. These parameters shall be maintained 
within the manufactlJrer's recommended operating guidelines or within a range 
that-ts--Ottie-r-wi-se-.imlicat-ive--0-f--f}f-OJ)ef--OJ:l!H-a-ti1:m--of-tlle-emis-si0Hs--uRit 

The units shall use ultra-low-NOx burners. 

NOx emissions shall not exceed: 

Emission Limitations 

Unit ID I lb/MMBtu I lb/hr 

EU-1007 I 0.030 I 1.67 
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(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(2) 

Emission Limitations 

Unit ID lb/MMBtu lb/hr 

EU-2001 0.030 3.85 

EU-2002 0.030 1.58 

EU-2003 0.030 0.27 

EU-2004 0.030 4.68 

EU-6000 0.030 2.06 

The units shall use good combllstion practices. Good combllstion practices shall 
im~lude--mo.flitc:H-iRg--of--the--f4le-.ga-s--0-xygen--GOAtent,--wmbustion-aif--flow,--f.uet 
GOR-sumption,--am:l--f-lue--ga-s--tempernt-Ufe,--Tllese-parametefs-shall--be--maiH!aine-0-
with in the manufactllrer's recommended operating guidelines or within a range 
that is otherwise indicative of proper operation of the emissions llnit. 

VOC emissions shall not exceed: 

Emission Limitations 

Unit ID lb/MMBtu lb/hr 

EU-1007 0.0054 0.30 

EU-2001 0.0054 0.69 

EU-2002 0.0054 0.29 

EU-2003 0.0054 0.05 

EU-2004 0.0054 0.84 

EU-6000 0.0054 0.37 

(2) The units shall use good combustion practices. Good combustion practices shall 
include monitoring of the flue gas oxygen content, combustion air flow, fuel 
consum13tion, and flue gas temperature. These parameters shall be maintained 
within the manufacturer's recommended operating guidelines er within a range 
that is otherwise indicative of proper operation of the emissions unit installation 
and operation of an oxygen trim system, as defined at 40 CFR 63.7575, on 
each fuel gas combustion unit. 

(3) 

(3) The units shall use good combustion practices. Good combustion practices shall 
include monitoring of the flue gas oxygen content, combustion air flow, fuel 
consumption, and flue gas temperature. These parameters shall be maintained 
within the manufactllrer's recommended operating guidelines or within a range 
that is otherwise indicative ef proper operation ef the emissions unit installation 
and operation of an oxygen trim system, as defined at 40 CFR 63.7575, on 
each fuel gas combustion unit. 

(4) 
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(g) Oxygen trim systems for fuel gas combustion units shall be installed and operated 
in accordance with the system or burner suppliers' specifications or the most 
recent valid compliance demonstration. 

The above paragraphs are specific to the application of "good combustion practices" as BACT for 
fuel gas combustion units. Upon further review, IDEM finds that the Montana permit cited as 
determining PM/PM10/PM2.s BACT for the tail gas treatment units (number 2619-24, Conoco 
Phillips, RBLC ID No. MT-0030) also appears to include no definition of the term "good 
combustion practices" and no monitoring and record keeping terms that demonstrate compliance 
with a requirement to apply such practices. As with the Louisiana permits discussed above, 
IDEM concludes that the lack of definition and absence of monitoring and record keeping 
provision make this Montana example (RBLC ID No. MT-0030) unsuitable for the purpose of 
determining BACT for tail gas treatment units at the proposed source. The determination of 
PM/PM 10/PM2.5 BACT for the tail gas treatment units therefore does not include a requirement to 
apply good combustion practices. 

Condition D.4.1 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) BACT of the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit has been revised as follows with deleted 
language as str-ik~Hrnts and new language bolded: 

D.4.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) BACT [326 IAC 2-2-3] 

(I) 

(ml) 

Incinerators (A 605A and A 605B) shall use good combustion practices. Good 
combustion practices shall inclu.le monitoring of the fli;e gas oxygen content, combustion 
air flow, fuel consumption, and flue §as temperature. These parameters shall be 
maintained within the manufacturer's recommended operatin§ !§lllidelines or vAthin a 
range that is othervJise indicative of proper operation of the emissions unit. 

Carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions, as defined at 40 CFR 98.6, from the tail gas 
treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTU B) shall not exceed 40,872 tons per twelve (12) 
consecutive month period, combined, with compliance determined at the end of each 
month. 

EPA Permit Comment 6: 

Condition D.4.1 (d) incorporates an SO2 concentration BACT limit applicable to the tail gas 
treatment unit (TGTU) stacks. For clarity, we suggest that you specify that the limit applies to 
each stack separately. As written, it appears that the limit may apply to both stacks combined. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 6: 

IDEM, OAQ considered a concentration limit not subject to a distinction between an "each" or 
"combined" basis. IDEM agrees with the recommended clarification, since it involves no change 
to the meaning of the limits. Paragraph D.4.1 (d) has been revised as follows with deleted 
language as strikeo1a1ts and new language bolded: 

D.4.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) BACT [326 IAC 2-2-3] 

(d) The SO2 emissions from ttIB each tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) 
shall not exceed 150 ppmv @0% excess air (on a twelve month rolling average) and 
shall be less than 167 ppmv@ 0% excess air (on a twelve hour average). 

(e) 
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Condition D.4.1 (k) incorporates an opacity requirement as BACT. However, the permit does not 
require opacity monitoring or testing. Both 326 IAC 2-7-5(3) and 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3) require 
the permit to include monitoring and sufficient recordkeeping to obtain reliable data representative 
of the source's compliance with the permit. We request that you either add periodic opacity 
monitoring and testing to the permit or provide justification demonstrating that opacity monitoring 
is not required. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 7: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes, since opacity testing was unintentionally not 
included in the testing requirements in Section D.4. Condition D.4.3 - Testing Requirements has 
been revised as follows with new language bolded: 

D.4.3 Testing Requirements [326 IAC 2-1.1-11] 
(a) In order to demonstrate compliance with Condition D.4.1 (a), (b), (c), (g), (h), (i), and 0), 

not later than 180 days after the startup of EU-3001, the Permittee shall perform PM, 
PM10, PM25, NOx, VOC, CO, opacity, and sulfuric acid mist testing of EU-3001 utilizing 
methods approved by the commissioner at least once every five years from the date of 
the most recent valid compliance demonstration. 

(b) In order to demonstrate compliance with Condition D.4.1 (a), (b), (c), (g), (h), (i), and 0), 
not later than 180 days after the startup of EU-3002, the Permittee shall perform PM, 
PM10, PM2s, NOx, VOC, CO, opacity, and sulfuric acid mist testing of EU-3002 utilizing 
methods approved by the commissioner at least once every five years from the date of 
the most recent valid compliance demonstration. 

(c) 

EPA Permit Comment 8: 

Condition D.4.6(b)(1) requires alternate S02 monitoring during S02 GEMS downtime. We 
request that you clarify what this condition means when it says "as required". Based on our 
discussion with your staff, we understand that this requirement only applies to the emission unit 
with the failed S02 GEMS. The other emission unit with an operational S02 GEMS is still required 
to use the GEMS to determine compliance with the S02 limits. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 8: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes. Condition D.4.6 - S02 Continuous Emissions 
Monitoring (GEMS) Equipment Downtime has been revised as follows with deleted language as 
strikeouts and new language bolded: 

D.4.6 S02 Continuous Emissions Monitoring (GEMS) Equipment Downtime 
(a) 

(b) 

(1) The Permittee shall measure and record Draeger tube sampling of the hydrogen 
sulfide (H2S) concentration in amine absorber T-602A or T-602B (as--r-equiHid 
whichever serves the SRU with a malfunctioning CEMS) offgas to incinerator. 
These parametric monitoring readings shall be recorded at least once per hour 
until the primary GEMS or backup GEMS is brought on line. If the primary or 
backup CEMS for the other SRU is operating while the Permittee conducts 
downtime monitoring for a SRU, the Permittee shall continue operating the 
functioning CEMS. 
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Condition D.9.2 establishes annual operating requirements for both the emergency gene rater and 
emergency fire pump. These requirements are being included to ensure the assumptions made 
in the air quality analysis are enforceable. 40 C.F.R. 51 Appendix W Table 8-2 states that the 
operating factor must be modeled for all hours of each time period under 
consideration. Appendix W Table 8-2 footnote 2 further states that the modeled emission rate 
may be adjusted if it is constrained by a federally enforceable permit condition for all hours of the 
time period of consideration. We request that you either include a daily limit on the number of 
hours the generator and the fire pump may operate to allow for an adjusted modeled emission 
rate in the short-term analysis or provide justification explaining why a short-term limit is not 
necessary. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 9: 

Emergency Generators have been included in the modeling and are limited in permit Condition 
D.9.2 to operate no more than 100 and 200 hours per twelve (12) consecutive month period, 
respectively, for each of EU-6006 and EU-6008. These units are treated as intermittent emission 
units, meaning the units do not operate continuously enough or frequently enough to contribute 
significantly to the annual distribution of maximum daily 1-hour concentrations. Therefore, IDEM 
references U.S. EPA's March 1, 2011 memo "Additional Clarification Regarding Application of 
Appendix W Modeling Guidance for the 1-hour N02 National Ambient Air Quality Standard" and 
"S02 NAAQS Designations Modeling Technical Assistance Document" dated August 2016 in its 
treatment of the emergency generators and startup/shutdown emissions as intermittent sources. 

As part of the ATSD, 24-hour PM10, and PM2.s modeling was changed due to increased modeled 
emissions from emergency equipment (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised air quality 
analysis in its entirety). Because the 24-hour and annual PM2.5 modeling was conducted within 
the same model run, annual PM2.5 concentrations also increased as a result of the emergency 
generators running at their maximum hourly rate. The annual PM2.s concentration in Table 2 of 
Appendix C is likely an overestimate, however, as these units are limited to a maximum of 100 
and 200 hours respectively of operation within a given year. IDEM, OAQ considers that a short
term limit is not necessary because modeling the emergency engines at their maximum hourly 
rates for all pollutants did not cause or contribute to any NAAQS violations. See Appendix C to 
this ATSD for the revised air quality analysis in its entirety. 

EPA Permit Comment 10: 

Condition E.1.2 incorporates the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 60 Subpart Db. We request that 
you verify whether the following requirements apply. 

a. Condition E.1.2(7) and (8) refer to 40 C.F.R. Part 63, not 40 C.F.R. Part 60. 

b. Condition E.1.2(18) should also include 40 C.F. R. 60.48b(e)(3). This requirement 
describes how span values calculated in 40 C.F.R. § 60.48b(e)(2) should be rounded. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 10: 

(a) Typographical errors in Condition E.1.2 have been corrected as follows with deleted 
language as strikeouts and new language bolded: 

E.1.2 Standards of Performance for Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam 
Generating Units NSPS [326 IAC 12][40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Db] 

(7) 40 CFR 63 60.44b(c) 
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(b) IDEM agrees with the recommended changes. The permit has been revised as follows 
with deleted language as stril(eoe1ts and new language bolded: 

E.1.2 Standards of Performance for Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam 
Generating Units NSPS [326 IAC 12][40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Db] 

(19) 40 CFR 60.48(e)(3) 
(4.920) 40 CFR 60.48b(f) 
(2021) 40 CFR 60.49b 

EPA Permit Comment 11: 

Condition E.5.2(5) incorporates 40 C.F.R. § 60.252(b)(2). However, TSO page 41 states more 
specifically that 40 C.F.R. § 60.252(b)(2)(iii) applies. We request that you verify whether the 
permit should contain the requirements as described in the TSO. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 11: 

Upon review, IDEM, OAQ finds that the discussion of Subpart Y applicability in the TSO was not 
updated to incorporate the most recent equipment details of the coal drying loop. Pursuant to 40 
CFR 60.252(c), thermal dryers receiving all of their thermal input from an affected facility covered 
under another 40 CFR Part 60 subpart must meet the applicable requirements in that subpart but 
are not subject to the requirements in Subpart Y. The Coal Dryer Heater is an affected facility, a 
fuel gas combustion device, under 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja and supplies all of the heat input to the 
Coal Dryer. The standards for various pollutants in §60.252(b) are superseded by the general 
exclusion at §60.252(c). 

The Coal Dryer, Coal Dryer Heater, and Drying Loop Condenser are parts of an indirect thermal 
dryer that is an affected facility under Subpart Y. However, pursuant to 40 CFR 60.252(c), 
because the thermal dryer receives all of its heat input from an affected facility subject to another 
subpart of Part 60, the Coal Dryer, Coal Dryer Heater, and Drying Loop Condenser are not 
subject to the requirements in Subpart Y. The Coal Mill & Pulverizer and Coal Dryer Baghouse 
are considered coal processing and conveying equipment and are still subject to the 
requirements of Subpart Y. 

Condition E.5.2 - Standards of Performance for Coal Preparation and Processing Plants NSPS is 
revised as follows with deleted language as stfikeGu-ts and new language bolded: 

E.5.2 Standards of Performance for Coal Preparation and Processing Plants NSPS 
[326 IAC 12][40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Y] 

(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(74) 
(i5) 
(96) 
(~-07) 
(448) 
(4-2-9) 
(~10) 
(4411) 
(~12) 

40 CFR 60.252(b)(1) 
40 CFR 60.252(b)(2) 
40 CFR 60.252(b)(3) 
40 CFR 60.252(c) 
40 CFR 60.254(b) 
40 CFR 60.255(b) 
40 CFR 60.255(c) 
40 CFR 60.255(d) 
40 CFR 60.255(e) 
40 CFR 60.255(f) 
40 CFR 60.255(g) 
40 CFR 60.256(b) 
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('l-+14) 40 CFR 60.257 
(~15) 40 CFR 60.258 

EPA Permit Comment 12: 
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Condition E.11.2(3) cites 40 C.F.R. § 61.304(i), but should instead be 40 C.F.R. § 61.305(i) as 
stated on TSO page 53. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 12: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended correction of a typographical error. Condition E.11.2 has 
been revised as follows with deleted language as strikeollts and new language bolded: 

E.11.2 National Emission Standard for Benzene Emissions From Benzene Transfer Operations 
NESHAP [40 CFR Part 61, Subpart BB] 

(3) 40 CFR 61.JG4305(i) 

EPA Permit Comment 13: 

Condition E.12.2 does not include 40 C.F.R. § 61.342. However, TSO page 55 states that this 
requirement applies. We request that you verify whether 40 C.F.R. § 61.342 should be included 
in the permit 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 13: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes, since the section was unintentionally not copied to 
the permit. Condition E.12.2 has been revised as follows with deleted language as stfikeouts and 
new language bolded: 

E.12.2 National Emission Standards for Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP [40 CFR Part 61, Subpart 
FF] 

(3) 
(J4) 
(45) 
(~6) 
(@7) 
(78) 
(39) 
(910) 
(.'f-011) 
(.'f--1-12) 
(~13) 
(~14) 
('1-415) 
(~16) 
(.U.17) 

40 CFR 61.342 
40 CFR 61.343 
40 CFR 61.346 
40 CFR 61.347 
40 CFR 61.348 
40 CFR 61.349 
40 CFR 61.350 
40 CFR 61.351 
40 CFR 61.352 
40 CFR 61.353 
40 CFR 61.354 
40 CFR 61.355 
40 CFR 61.356 
40 CFR 61.357 
40 CFR 61.358 

EPA Permit Comment 14: 

Condition E.13.2 incorporates the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 63 Subpart CC. We request 
that you verify whether the following requirements are applicable and update the permit as 
necessary. 
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a. 40 C.F.R. §§ 63.670 and 63.671 are not included in the permit. However, TSO page 63 
states that each requirement is an applicable requirement. 

b. Table 6 is not included in the permit. However, 40 C.F.R. § 63.642 is included in the 
permit and states that the general provisions apply as specified in Table 6. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 14: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes, since the sections and table were unintentionally 
not copied to the permit Changes shown here include the clarification added in the response to 
EPA Permit Comment 16, below. Condition E.13.2 has been revised as follows with deleted 
language as strikeouts and new language bolded: 

E.13.2 National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants From Petroleum Refineries NESHAP 
[40 CFR Part 63, Subpart CC] [326 IAC 20-16] 

(19) 
(.tl.20) 
(:?021) 
(:U22) 
(ll23) 
(24) 
(25) 
(26) 
(~27) 

40 CFR 63.648 
40 CFR 63.654 
40 CFR 63.655 
40 CFR 63.656 
40 CFR 63.658 
40 CFR 63.670 
40 CFR 63.671 
Table 6 to Subpart CC of Part 63 
Table 11 to Subpart CC of Part 63 

EPA Permit Comment 15: 

Condition E.15.2 incorporates the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 63 Subpart UUU. We request 
that you verify whether the following requirements are applicable and update the permit as 
necessary. 

a. 40 C.F.R. § 63.1563(d) is not included in the permit, but TSO page 69 says it applies. 

b. 40 C.F.R. § 63.1568(a)(2), (a)(3), (a)(4)(i), (b), and (c) are not included in the permit, but 
TSO page 69 says each requirement applies. 

c. Tables 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 40, 41, 42, 43, and 44 are not included in the permit, but 
TSO pages 69-70 says each table applies. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 15: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes, since the sections and tables were unintentionally 
not copied to the permit. Condition E.15.2 has been revised as follows with deleted language as 
strikeollts and new language bolded: 

E.15.2 National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Petroleum Refineries: Catalytic 
Cracking Units, Catalytic Reforming Units, and Sulfur Recovery Units NESHAP [40 CFR Part 63, 
Subpart UUU] [326 IAC 20-50] 

(8) 40 CFR 63.1563(d) 
(S9) 40 CFR 63.1563(f) 
(910) 40 CFR 63.1568(a)(1) 
(11) 40 CFR 63.1568(a)(2) 
(12) 40 CFR 63.1568(a)(3) 
(13) 40 CFR 63.1568(a)(4)(i) 
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(14) 
(15) 
(.W16) 
(4417) 
(~18) 
(~19) 
(.'1-420) 
(~21) 
(4-622) 
(~723) 
(~24) 
(4-925) 
(:W26) 
(27) 
(28) 
(29) 
(30) 
(31) 
(32) 
(2433) 
(:rn4) 
(~5) 
(:M36) 
(37) 
(38) 
(39) 
(40) 
(41) 

40 CFR 63.1568(b) 
40 CFR 63.1568(c) 
40 CFR 63.1569 
40 CFR 63.1570 
40 CFR 63.1571 
40 CFR 63.1572 
40 CFR 63.1573 
40 CFR 63.1574 
40 CFR 63.1575 
40 CFR 63.1576 
40 CFR 63.1577 
40 CFR 63.1578 
40 CFR 63.1579 
Table 29 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 30 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 31 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 33 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 34 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 35 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 36 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 37 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 38 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 39 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 40 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 41 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 42 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 43 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 
Table 44 to Subpart UUU of Part 63 

EPA Permit Comment 16: 
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40 CFR Part 63, Subpart CC, at 40 CFR § 63.648(a), requires each owner or operator of a new 
source subject to the provisions of Subpart CC to comply with the National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) from the Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing 
Industry for Equipment Leaks, 40 CFR 63, Subpart H, except as provided in 40 CFR 63.648(c) 
through U). TSO Page 55 states "The requirements of ... 40 CFR 63, Subpart H ... are not 
included in the permit. The source is not subject to provisions of 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC that 
reference this subpart. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.640(p)(2), equipment leaks subject to 40 CFR 63, 
Subpart CC that are a/so subject to 40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa are required to comply only with 
the provisions specified in 40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa." 

However, the permit indicates the T16 Slop Tank and Biological wastewater treatment bioreactor 
exhausting to EU-8001 are affected facilities under 40 CFR 63 Subpart CC and are not subject to 
40 CFR 60 Subpart GGGa. We note that TSO calculations (Appendix A, pages 27 and 39) 
indicate these units have the potential to emit HAPs, though it is unclear whether they meet the 
definition of being "in organic HAP service". We request that IDEM review whether 40 CFR 63, 
Subpart H applies to these emission units, and revise the permit, if needed. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 16: 

IDEM, OAQ has reviewed the applicability of 40 CFR 63.348 equipment leak standards to the 
slop tank and wastewater treatment bioreactor. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.640(c)(3), the units are 
part of an affected source for Subpart CC of 40 CFR Part 63. Equipment leaks from the slop tank 
and wastewater treatment bioreactor are not subject to Subpart GGGa or to provisions of 40 CFR 
Parts 60 and 61 standards promulgated before September 4, 2007. Pursuant to 40 CFR 
63.648(a), therefore, the units shall comply with the provisions of Subpart H of 40 CFR Part 63. 
According to 40 CFR 63.160, the provisions of Subpart H apply to pumps, compressors, 
agitators, pressure relief devices, sampling connection systems, open-ended valves or lines, 
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valves, connectors, surge control vessels, bottoms receivers, instrumentation systems, and 
control devices or closed vent systems required by Subpart H that are intended to operate in 
organic hazardous air pollutant service 300 hours or more during the calendar year within a 
source subject to the provisions of a specific subpart in 40 CFR part 63 that references Subpart 
H. 

IDEM, OAQ finds that the slop tank and the wastewater treatment bioreactor do not operate in 
organic hazardous air pollutant service as defined at 40 CFR 63.161. While the product naphtha 
may contain greater than 5% by weight of organic hazardous air pollutants, the organic HAP 
concentration in the wastewater streams present in the units is less than 5% by weight under the 
operating conditions that may reasonably be expected for the units. The provisions of Subpart H 
are therefore not applicable to the slop tank and wastewater treatment bioreactor. 

For clarity, IDEM, OAQ has added 40 CFR 63.648 to the applicable requirements for Subpart CC. 
Changes to Condition E.13.2 resulting from this comment are incorporated with the response to 
EPA Permit Comment 14, above. 

EPA Permit Comment 17: 

Permit conditions D.1.7, D.2.5 and D.8.5 require the source to monitor the pressure drop across 
several fabric filter control devices at least once per day when the associated emissions unit is in 
operation. This monitoring is conducted to assure continuous compliance under Part 70 for 
BACT particulate limits. We recommend that IDEM and the source consider using bag leak 
detection systems (BLDS) for compliance monitoring instead of daily monitoring of pressure drop 
for each bag house. For the reasons below, more stringent monitoring might be appropriate to 
assure continuous compliance under Title Vand CAM. 

The emission units are subject to PM, PM10 and PM2.5 BACT limits ranging from 0.002 to 
0.0022 gr/dscf. The TSO calculations appear to imply a very high control efficiency from the 
fabric filters must be maintained for certain units to assure compliance with the BACT limits (e.g., 
refer to the pre- and post-control PM, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from EU-1008, on TSO 
Appendix A, pages 10-11). Some emissions units (EU-1008, EU-1504 and EU-2005) are also 
subject to Compliance Assurance Monitoring under 40 C.F.R. Part 64. BLDS may be appropriate 
for these emission units to assure the baghouses are operating at a level that achieves 
continuous compliance. 

BLDS is utilized by facilities with similar operations. For example, the BACT analysis indicates 
that the selected particulate BACT emission limits for several processes were established from 
facilities that also utilize leak detection systems. Refer to the coal milling/drying (EU-1008) 
system, the additive preparation system (EU-1504), and various additive conveyors (see TSO, 
Appendix B, pages 28-30). Furthermore, continuous performance data provided by BLDS may 
have other ancillary benefits to the source with respect to proactive and predictive maintenance -
reducing maintenance costs and avoiding critical baghouse failures. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 17: 

A concentration limit of 0.002 gr/dscf is applied very widely among coal and mineral handling and 
processing operations controlled by fabric filters. Determination that this level and type of control 
represents BACT is considered broadly representative of the class of operations. Bag house 
particle collection is primarily a function of the filter cake formed on the exterior of the bag house 
filters, and secondarily a function of the bag house filter media and the mechanical integrity of the 
baghouse and filter media. 

In the Step 4 table for the coal milling and drying operations (page 28 of Appendix B), review of 
the permit (Essar Steel Minnesota LLC, Minnesota PCA 06100067-004) referenced in the single 
citation of fabric filter with leak detection shows that the requirement to use leak detection is an 
element of monitoring, citing 40 CFR 63.9632, rather than a characteristic of the control 
technology. The NESHAP section cited is in Subpart RRRRR, the National Emission Standards 
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for Hazardous Air Pollutants: Taconite Iron Ore Processing, which is not applicable to Riverview 
Energy Corporation. 

The Step 4 table for additive preparation (page 30 of Appendix B) cites the same Minnesota 
permit (Essar Steel), where leak detection appears as a monitoring practice rather than a 
characteristic of the control technology. The same is true of other permits cited in the Step 4 
additive preparation table (US Steel Corp., Minnesota PCA 13700063-004 and Alliant Energy, 
Wisconsin ON R 17-DCF-070). The US Steel reclaim conveyor cited to represent BACT in the 
Step 4 table for conveyor transfer - coal (page 25 of Appendix B) without a statement about leak 
detection actually is the same permit and unit that appears in the additive preparation table. In all 
of the material handling BACT determinations the application of bag leak detection systems is a 
monitoring requirement rather than an essential characteristic of the control technology. 

Several of the emissions units referred to in the comment have exhaust flow rates one or two 
orders of magnitude less than units named in the Essar Steel, US Steel, and Alliant Energy 
permits as requiring bag leak monitoring. The notable exception among the Riverview Energy 
units is the drying loop purge baghouse that is a secondary control device treating a stream that 
has already passed through the coal dryer baghouse. IDEM, OAQ considers that the compliance 
monitoring provisions included in the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit are adequate to establish continuous compliance with the applicable limits. No changes 
were made as a result of this comment. 

EPA Permit Comment 18: 

Permit conditions D.12.1 (a), E.6.1 and E.6.2 indicate that emission units are subject to the 
general provisions of NSPS Subpart A and the leak detection and repair program requirements of 
NSPS Subpart GGGa (refer to 40 CFR § 60.592a). We wish to highlight that the NSPS general 
provisions give owners/operators the option to identify leaking equipment using an optical gas 
imaging instrument instead of leak monitoring as prescribed in 40 CFR part 60, appendix A-7 
(i.e., using a Method 21 instrument). This alternative work practice (AWP) is described in 40 CFR 
§ 60.18(g) through (i). This AWP is also an option for NESHAP rules that require monitoring of 
equipment with a Method 21 instrument, as described in 40 CFR § 63.11 (c) through (e). 

Additional information about the AWP can be found in the Federal Register at [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-12-22/pdf/E8-30196.pdf" ] (73 FR 78199, December 22, 
2008). EPA assessed that the AWP provides equivalent control as the existing Method 21-based 
LOAR work practice standards and appears to be less burdensome to implement. 

IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 18: 

IDEM, OAQ appreciates the clarification provided in this comment. The specific applicability of 
the referenced alternative work practice is incorporated into the permit by conditions that 
incorporate the general provisions of the NSPS and N ESHAPs. No changes were made as a 
result of this comment. 

TSO Appendix B - BACT Comments 

EPA BACT Comment 1: 

TSO Appendix B page 27 shows that the proposed coal stockpile BACT is the use of a negative 
pressure enclosure and baghouse. However, the BACT determination on TSO Appendix B page 
32 does not identify the use of a negative pressure enclosure as BACT. The emission unit 
description in section D.1 of the draft permit and the storage enclosure monitoring and inspection 
requirements in conditions D.1.6 and D.1.9 of the draft permit appear to require the use of a 
negative pressure enclosure for each coal stockpile. We request that you provide justification for 
not identifying the use of a negative pressure enclosure as BACT for the coal stockpiles. If a 
negative pressure enclosure is determined to be BACT, then we request that you consider adding 
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a 0% visible emissions limit from openings in the coal stockpile to further show that the negative 
pressure enclosure routes all emissions to the baghouse. 

IDEM Response to EPA BACT Comment 1: 

IDEM, OAQ agrees with the recommended changes to descriptive information regarding the coal 
stockpiles because updated information was unintentionally not copied throughout the BACT 
analysis. See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

For clarity, IDEM, OAQ has added the negative pressure enclosure control description to the 
railcar unloading facility descriptions throughout the permit, as follows with new language bolded: 

(a) Coal handling operations, identified as Block 1000, consisting of: 

(1) One (1) shelter-type railcar dump unloading facility, identified as EU-1000, 
approved in 2019 for construction, with a maximum capacity of 5,000 tons of coal 
per hour and a bottlenecked capacity of 2,263,248 tons per year, with particulate 
emissions controlled by a negative pressure enclosure and baghouse EU-
1000, exhausting to stack EU-1000, consisting of: 

(A) 

The recommended change and clarification are incorporated into the Particulate (PM, PM 10 and 
PM2s) BACT Analysis Material Handling BACT determination table in Condition D.1.1 -
Prevention of Significant Deterioration, paragraph (a), as follows: 

D.1.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) [326 IAC 2-2-3] 
(a) Pursuant to 326 IAC 2-2-3, the Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) 

for PM, PM10, and PM2.s for the coal handling operations shall be as follows: 

Emission Unit Control Device Emission Limitations 
Description (ID) (Stack ID) Pollutant gr/dscf lb/hr 

Railcar unloading, Negative pressure 
PM 0.0022 0.12 

including: enclosure and 
Receiving Pits 1 & 2 Bag house EU-1000 
Receiving Bins 1 & 2 (stack EU-1000) PM101 0.0022 0.12 
Drag Flight Feeders 1 & Water spray dust 
2 suppression (bins 

PM2s1 0.0022 0.12 (EU-1000) & feeders only) 
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Emission Unit 
Description (ID) 

... 

Coal storage enclosure 
1, including 
Conveyor 1 
Stacker 1 Boom/Chute 
Stockpiles #1A & #1 B 
Reclaimer 1 

Coal storage enclosure 
2, including: 
Conveyor 2 
Stacker 2 Boom/Chute 
Stockpiles #2A & #2B 
Reclaimer 2 

Reclaim transfer station, 
including: 
Conveyor 6 
Conveyor 7 
Conveyor 9 

... 

Control Device 
(Stack ID) 

Negative pressure 
enclosure and 
Bag house EU-1006 
(stack EU-1006) 
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Emission Limitations 
Pollutant gr/dscf lb/hr 

PM 0.002 0.11 

PM101 0.002 0.11 

PM2.51 0.002 0.11 

IDEM considers the comment regarding visible emissions monitoring of the storage enclosures to 
be the same as EPA Permit Comment 1. See IDEM Response to EPA Permit Comment 1. 

EPA BACT Comment 2: 

TSO Appendix B pages 46-52 is the NOx BACT analysis for process fuel gas-fired heaters and 
boilers. In steps 1 and 2 of the BACT analysis, selective catalytic reduction (SCR) is identified as 
a technically feasible control option. Step 3 of the analysis ranks control technologies by control 
effectiveness and appears to rank SCR below ultra-low NOx burners (ULNB). From step 3, SCR 
has an expected control efficiency of 70-90% while ULNB has an expected control efficiency of 
40-85%. Based on the expected control efficiencies for each NOx control technology, it is not 
clear whether ULNB has a higher control efficiency. We request that you verify the rankings in 
step 3 of the analysis. If, for these processes, SCR has a higher control efficiency than ULNB 
alone, then we request that you continue to evaluate SCR in step 4 of the NOx BACT analysis. If 
SCR is correctly ranked below ULNB, then we request that you provide justification for ranking 
the control effectiveness of SCR below ULNB. 

Response to EPA BACT Comment 2: 

As is noted in the BACT Analysis Process fuel gas-fired heaters and boiler Step 1 analysis for 
NOx, the minimum target flue gas temperature for the application of SCR to process fuel gas-fired 
heaters is 750°F. Based on process design information provided by the source, flue gas 
temperatures for units other than EU-2003 range from 400°F to 525°F. The design flue gas 
temperature for EU-2003 is 800°F. Because the flue gas temperature for all of the units is not 
optimum for SCR, IDEM assigns a low control efficiency to SCR in this application. 

The following changes have been made to the BACT analysis in Appendix B to this ATSD: 
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(1) The discussion of good combustion practices as a potential NOx control technology was 
unintentionally not included in the Step 1 analysis for the process fuel gas-fired units. 
The analysis of good combustion practices has been added to the Step 1 text 

(2) Paragraph 2 of the BACT Analysis Process fuel gas-fired heaters and boiler Step 1 
analysis for NOx has been revised to incorporate clarifying language about flue gas 
temperatures and control efficiency. 

See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

EPA BACT Comment 3: 

TSO Appendix B pages 55-59 is the CO BACT analysis for process fuel gas-fired heaters and 
boilers. 

a. It is not clear whether the CO control technologies identified in step 1 are technically 
feasible. From the discussion in step 2 of the analysis, it appears that all of the identified 
control technologies are technically feasible. If each of the controls identified in step 1 
are technically feasible, then the analysis should rank the remaining control technologies 
by control effectiveness in step 3. Economic factors should then be considered in step 4 
for each technically-feasible control technology to determine whether the control is 
effective. 

b. All identified control technologies are eliminated in step 2 since they were all determined 
to not be cost effective. However, the BACT analysis does not appear to include 
information about the cost of the controls to support the determination. To ensure the 
BACT determination is fully supported, we request that you provide justification showing 
that each control technology is not cost effective. 

IDEM Response to EPA BACT Comment 3: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes. The CO Step 2 text for process fuel gas-fired 
units was revised to indicate clearly that post-combustion controls are considered technically 
infeasible. 

See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

EPA BACT Comment 4: 

TSO Appendix B page 63 states that GHG BACT requires each process fuel gas-fired heater and 
boiler to be designed and operated to achieve the highest practical energy efficiency. We request 
that you explain how the source should operate each emissions unit with the highest practical 
energy efficiency. It is not clear from the determination what steps the source should take to 
ensure compliance with this part of the BACT determination. 

IDEM Response to EPA BACT Comment 4: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes. The Step 2 text for GHGs in the BACT Analysis 
Process Fuel Gas-Fired Heaters and Boiler section was revised to more clearly define energy 
efficiency and good combustion practices. 

See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

EPA BACT Comment 5: 

TSO Appendix B pages 63 - 69 includes the BACT analysis and determination for the sulfur 
recovery units (SRUs) and TGTUs. We request that you verify that the BACT analysis for the 
SRU and TGTU is complete. 
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a. Steps 1-3 of the SRU/TGTU BACT analysis appears to begin addressing NOx control 
technologies. In step 1 of the analysis, low-NOx burners (LNB) are identified as the only 
available control. However, in step 2 of the analysis, thermal oxidizers are eliminated 
from the analysis based on cost effectiveness. If thermal oxidizers are technically 
feasible, then step 3 should rank available control technologies by control effectiveness 
and evaluate cost and other factors in step 4 of the analysis. We request that you 
determine whether thermal oxidizers are technically feasible. If thermal oxidizers are 
technically feasible, then we request further justification showing that the control option is 
not cost effective. 

b. For PM10, PM2.5, SO2, VOC, CO, GHGs, and H2SO4, the BACT analysis does not 
appear to discuss or identify available control technologies. We request that you 
determine whether any control technologies are available to control each pollutant 
triggering PSD requirements. If any identified control technologies are infeasible due to 
cost, then we request that you provide specific justification demonstrating that the 
controls are economically infeasible. 

IDEM Response to EPA BACT Comment 5: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes because text does not appear to have clearly 
expressed explanatory material that IDEM had included in other sections. The BACT Analysis 
Sulfur Recovery/Tail Gas Treatment Unit (TGTU) section was revised to more closely follow the 
format of other sections and to incorporate explanatory material. 

See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

In addition, IDEM, OAQ finds that the arrangement of terms in Condition D.4.1 - Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) BACT may not have made clear the conditions and work practices 
determined to be BACT for each pollutant. Condition D.4.1 has been reformatted to follow the 
format of similar conditions, as follows with deleted language a~ strilrnouts and new language 
balded: 

D.4.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) BACT [326 IAC 2-2-3] 
Pursuant to 326 IAC 2-2-3 (Control Technology Review; Requirements), the Permittee shall 
comply with the following requirements for the sulfur recovery units: 

(a) PM (filterable) emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacl(s (TGTUA and TGTUB) 

a(b,-,)---aPes~'1l-Arn emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) shall not 
exceed 0.0074 lb/MMBhi and 0.39 lb/hr, each. 

«(c;,-)---aP""~'1l-A~ emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) shall not 
exceed 0.0074 lb/MMBhi and 0.39 lb/hr, each. 

+<a(dtt)--THh'l<;e~s_,.o._,, emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacl( (TGTUA and TGTU B) shall not 
OXGOOG--t50--ppmv--@--0%-0XGOSS--a-iL(-Ofl--a--twel¥e-mo-Rtll--mlling--avera90}-ami--sllalH1e--less 
t-hafl--Hl-7--ppmv-@--0%-ex-cess-aif _(-Ofl--a-twel-ve--h-Ouf--a-vern90)-, 

tt(e,-,)--Ttth-t<e,__s_,o'°', emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) shall not 
oxcooci 2€L30 lb1hr, each. 

(f) 

(g) 

The tail gas treatment units (TGTUA and TGTUB) shall each 1Jse low NOx burners. 

NOx emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacl(s (TGTUA and TGTUB) shall not 
OXce-e-G-0,-iG--ltl/MMBtu-aflG--5-,23-lb/hr-,-e-aGll, 
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{Jct} -----------VOC-emis-si-0fls--fr-0m-t-he--tail--9as--t-reatmemt--llllit--stacks--f+G+UA-aml--+G-T-UH}-stla-U--110t 
exceed 0.0054 lb/MM Btu and 0.28 lb/hr, each. 

(i) CO emissions from the tail gas treatment 1a1nit stacl~s (TGTUA aml TGTUB) shall not 
exceed 65 1313mv@ 0% 0,, shall not exceed 0.0!l2 lb/MM Btu and 4.33 lb/hr, each. 

G) Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2W4 mist) emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA 
and TGTUB) shall not exceed 0.0244 lb/MM Btu and 1.29 lb/hr, each. 

(k) Opacity shall not exceed ten percent (10%) on a six minute average. 

(I) Incinerators (A 605A and A 605B) shall use good combustion practices. Good 
combustion practices shall include monitoring of the flue gas oxygen content, combw,tion 
air flow, fuel consumption, and flue gas temperature. These parameters shall be 
maintained 1Nithin the manufacturer's recommended operating guidelines or vAthin a 
range that is otherwise indicative of proper operation of the emissions unit. 

{m} --------Ca-rbc:m--di-0xide-e{:ft1ivalemt--(CO,e}emissi-Ofls,--as--cie-fiAed-at-40--Cf'-R-9!H,,--f-r-0m-t-he--tail--9as
tro atmo nt 1,Jnit stacks (TGT 11 A and TC.TUB) shall not oxcood 40,872 tons per twelve (12) 
consecutive month period, combined, v;ith compliance determined at the end of each 
moflll+.-

(a) The Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) for PM, PM10, and PM2.s for the 
sulfur recovery units shall be as follows: 

(1) PM (filterable) emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA 
and TGTUB) shall not exceed 0.0019 lb/MMBtu and 0.10 lb/hr, each. 

(2) PM10 emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) 
shall not exceed 0.0074 lb/MM Btu and 0.39 lb/hr, each. 

(3) PM2.s emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and 
TGTUB) shall not exceed 0.0074 lb/MM Btu and 0.39 lb/hr, each. 

(4) Opacity shall not exceed ten percent (10%) on a six-minute average. 

(5) Incinerators (A-605A and A-605B) shall use good combustion practices. 
Good combustion practices shall include installation and operation of an 
oxygen trim system, as defined at 40 CFR 63.7575, on each fuel gas 
combustion unit. 

(b) The Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) for SO 2 for the sulfur recovery 
units shall be as follows: 

(1) The SO2 emissions from each tail gas treatment unit stack (TGTUA and 
TGTUB) shall not exceed 150 ppmv@ 0% excess air (on a twelve month 
rolling average) and shall be less than 167 ppmv @0% excess air(on a 
twelve hour average). 

(2) The SO2 emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and 
TGTUB) shall not exceed 26.30 lb/hr, each. 

(c) The Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) for NOx for the sulfur recovery 
units shall be as follows: 

(1) The tail gas treatment units (TGTUA and TGTUB) shall each use low-NOx 
burners. 
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(2) NOx emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) 
shall not exceed 0.10 lb/MMBtu and 5.28 lb/hr, each. 

(d) The Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) for VOC for the sulfur 
recovery units shall be as follows: 

(1) VOC emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) 
shall not exceed 0.0054 lb/MM Btu and 0.28 lb/hr, each. 

(e) The Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) for CO for the sulfur recovery 
units shall be as follows: 

(1) CO emissions from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) 
shall not exceed 65 ppmv@ 0% 02, shall not exceed 0.082 lb/MM Btu and 
4.33 lb/hr, each. 

(2) Incinerators (A-605A and A-605B) shall use good combustion practices. 
Good combustion practices shall include installation and operation of an 
oxygen trim system, as defined at 40 CFR 63.7575, on each fuel gas 
combustion unit. 

(f) The Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) for carbon dioxide equivalent 
(CO2e), as defined at 40 CFR 98.6, for the sulfur recovery units shall be as follows: 

(1) Carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions, as defined at 40 CFR 98.6, 
from the tail gas treatment unit stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) shall not 
exceed 40,872 tons per twelve (12) consecutive month period, combined, 
with compliance determined at the end of each month. 

(2) Incinerators (A-605A and A-605B) shall use good combustion practices. 
Good combustion practices shall include installation and operation of an 
oxygen trim system, as defined at 40 CFR 63.7575, on each fuel gas 
combustion unit. 

(g) The Best Available Control Technology (PSD BACT) for sulfuric acid (H2SO4) mist 
for the sulfur recovery units shall be as follows: 

(1) Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2SO4 mist) emissions from the tail gas treatment unit 
stacks (TGTUA and TGTUB) shall not exceed 0.0244 lb/MM Btu and 1.29 
lb/hr, each. 

IDEM, OAQ updated references to BACT limits in other Section D.4 conditions, as follows with 
deleted language as strikeouts and new language balded: 

D.4.5 Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) 
To determine the compliance status with Condition D.4.1 flf(f)(1), the following equation shall be 
used to determine the CO2e emissions from EU-3001 and EU-3002: 

D.4.9 Reporting Requirements 
A quarterly report of CO2e emissions and a quarterly summary of the information to document the 
compliance status with Condition D.4.1 flf(f)(1) shall be submitted not later than thirty (30) days 
after the end of the quarter being reported. Section C - General Reporting Requirements contains 
the Permittee's obligation with regard to the reporting required by this condition. The report 
submitted by the Permittee does require a certification that meets the requirements of 326 IAC 2-
7-6(1) by a "responsible official," as defined by 326 IAC 2-7-1 (35). 
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Correction of related paragraph citations in Condition D.4.7 - Record Keeping Requirements is 
discussed in IDEM Response to Mr.  Comment 8. 

EPA BACT Comment 6: 

TSO Appendix B page 69-84 is the flare BACT analysis. The BACT determination establishes 
requirements on each flare during sweep and pilot mode operations. For NOx, VOC, and CO, the 
BACT determination also includes certain limits while flaring a process stream. We request that 
you clarify whether any of the flares are expected to operate during periods of startup and 
shutdown of the associated emissions units. If so, we request that you either determine whether 
startup and shutdown BACT requirements are required or provide justification explaining why the 
current BACT determination would cover startup and shutdown flaring. 

IDEM Response to EPA BACT Comment 6: 

Based on the flare operating scenarios modeled, IDEM, OAQ considers the description used in 
the permit," ... when flaring a process stream ... " as including startup and shutdown of the 
associated emissions units. No changes were made in the BACT analysis as a result of this 
comment. 

EPA BACT Comment 7: 

TSO Appendix B page 95 summarizes the BACT determination applicable to each tank. As part 
of the BACT determination, a specific storage temperature is identified for each tank. We request 
that you clarify whether the storage temperature for each tank is a BACT limit. If the storage 
temperature is not part of the BACT determination, then we suggest removing the storage 
temperature from the BACT requirements. Otherwise, we request that you include temperature 
monitoring for compliance. 

IDEM Response to EPA BACT Comment 7: 

The determination of BACT for the storage tanks intends to maintain emissions from those tanks 
at or below levels that were modeled. Because estimating tank emissions is strongly dependent 
on the vapor pressure of materials contained in those tanks, including the value of the vapor 
pressure used in the emissions estimate is considered necessary for identifying the material to 
demonstrate that tank emissions are at or below levels that were modeled. Vapor pressure is so 
dependent on temperature that expressing the vapor pressure without the temperature is all but 
meaningless. Monitoring the temperature of materials stored in the tanks is not considered 
necessary or informative because the modeled potential to emit is conservatively based on 
historical meteorological data. Storage temperature and vapor pressure values are retained for 
tanks without throughput limits as an element of descriptive information. 

IDEM, OAQ agrees that tanks with throughput limits rather than characteristic vapor pressure do 
not require storage temperatures in the Step 4 proposed BACT table and Step 5 (d) table were 
revised, 

See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

In addition, paragraph (g) of Condition D.6.1 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT), was revised as follows with deleted language as 
strikeo1.Jts: 

D.6.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT)[326 IAC 2-2-3] 
Pursuant to 326 IAC 2-2-3 (Control Technology Review; Requirements), the Permittee 
shall comply with the following: 

(a) 
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(g) Tanks shall comply with the following limitations: 

Storage Vapor Throughput 
Tank ID Product Stored Temperature Pressure 1 Limit2 

(°F) (psia) (kg al/yr) 

'" 

T16 Slop tank4 ~- - 305,467 
T17 Diesel Fuel ambient 1.14E-02 -
T18 Non-Phenolic Sour Water5 ~- - 462,829 
T19 Non-Phenolic Sour Water ~- - 462,829 
T20 Non-Phenolic Sour Water ~- - 462,829 
T21 Phenolic Sour Water ~- - 4,628 

'" 

EPA BACT Comment 8: 

TSO Appendix B page 116 summarizes the BACT determination for the emergency diesel 
generator and emergency diesel firewater pump. The BACT determination (and condition 
D.9.1 (e), accordingly) requires the use of energy efficiency. However, it is not clear from the 
BACT determination of the permit what is meant by using energy efficiency. We request that you 
clarify this portion of the BACT determination to further describe what must be done to ensure the 
emergency generator and emergency fire pump are energy efficient. 

IDEM Response to EPA BACT Comment 8: 

IDEM agrees with the recommended changes. Clarifying language was added to paragraph (c) 
of the Step 5 BACT analysis for emergency engines. 

See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

In addition, paragraph (e) of Condition D.9.1 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT), was revised as follows with new language balded: 

D.9.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT)[326 IAC 2-2-3] 
Pursuant to 326 IAC 2-2-3 (Control Technology Review; Requirements) , the Permittee 
shall comply with the following: 

(a) 

(e) Emergency generator (EU-6006) and emergency fire pump (EU-6008) shall use 
good combustion practices and shall use energy efficiency. Use of good 
combustion practices and energy efficiency is defined as operation of 
engines certified to meet applicable emissions standards in accordance 
with the manufacturers' recommendations for operation and maintenance 
or according to a maintenance plan that complies with 40 CFR 60.4211(g). 
Good combustion practices may include but are not limited to the 
following: 

(1) Prepare and maintain a preventive maintenance plan. 

(2) Change oil and filter every 500 hours of operation or annually, 
whichever comes first. 

(3) Inspect air cleaner every 1,000 hours of operation or annually, 
whichever comes first, and replace as necessary. 
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(4) Inspect all hoses and belts every 500 hours of operation or 
annually, whichever comes first, and replace as necessary. 

Modeling Comments 

(5) During periods of startup the Permittee must minimize the engine's 
time spent at idle and minimize the engine's startup time to a period 
needed for appropriate and safe loading of the engine, not to 
exceed 30 minutes. 

EPA Modeling Comment 1: 

The air quality analysis appears to consider the impacts associated with normal operations and 
several flaring scenarios. Page 4 of the air quality analysis report explains that the facility 
operates at a diminished operating capacity during each flare event, but it is not clear how the 
modeled emission rates for emission units operating at a diminished capacity were 
determined. Particularly, EU1007, EU2001-EU2004, EU3001 and EU3002 (TGTUA and 
TGTUB), EU6000, and EU7001 and EU7002 are modeled at a reduced emission rate during 
flaring operations. HP flare EU4006 is modeled at a higher emission rate while flaring, but the 
flaring emission rate may differ depending on the flaring scenario, such as the two considered in 
the SO2 analysis. We request that you show how the modeled emission rates were determined 
for the flaring scenarios. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 1: 

KBR provided I OEM's modeling staff with approximations for the various flaring scenarios and 
IDEM requested that the consultant submit a revised modeling report which outlines the flaring 
scenarios and the appropriate rates to be used. IDEM reviewed each of the scenarios and the 
worst case scenarios were modeled as a percentage of the full rate. Please see the updated 
Riverview modeling report (dated October - 2018) for their detailed flaring scenarios. The 
emissions values for the units that are expected to operate during each of the flaring scenarios 
are based on a percentage of their emissions during normal conditions. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

EPA Modeling Comment 2: 

TSO pages 23-24 includes a stack summary listing the stack parameters for the proposed 
emissions units. However, in some cases, the modeled stack parameters differ from the stack 
summary. We request that you verify the following modeled stack parameters for each listed 
stack ID and either correct the modeled stack parameters or explain why the modeled stack 
parameters are correct. 

a. Ambient stack temperatures modeled with fixed stack temperatures: EU 1000, EU1001, 
EU1006, EU 1501 - EU 1504, EU2005 - EU2008, EU5009 - EU5011, EU6501. 

b. Fixed stack temperatures modeled with temperatures a fixed amount above ambient 
temperature: EU6001 - EU6003. 

c. Stack flow rates differ from modeled flow rates: EU1502, EU2003. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 2: 

IDEM's modeling files used values derived from the consultant and reviewed by IDEM. The table 
presented on pages 23-24 of the TSO has been updated to include the stack parameters that 
were modeled. The difference in the flow rates between the modeling files and the table in the 
TSO for EU-1502 was due to the use of actual cubic feet per minute (ACFM) vs dry standard 
cubic feet per minute (DCFM) flow rates in the calculation. Modeled flow rates were based on the 
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dry standard cubic feet per minute calculation. The difference between these values, based on 
DCFM and ACFM calculations, was 2.95 feet per second. Revised modeling shows no 
appreciable change in the results and all health-based standards continue to be protected. 

See Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling analysis in its entirety. 

The stack summary table is revised to show the modeling inputs, as follows with deleted 
language as strikeo1Jts and new language balded: 

Stack Summary 

~low Rate 

Stack ID Operation 
Height Diameter Exit Temperature 
(ftm) (ftm) Velocity (~J;:K) 

(aGfmm/s) 

EU-1000 EU-1000 
w ~ ~ ambiGm 
15.24 0.508 16.7 293.2 

EU-1001 EU-1001 
~ bOO 40,004 amlaiem 
53.34 0.61 16.3 293.2 

EU-1006 EU-1006 
w U~3 @,-HIB aml}iemt 
15.24 0.558 11.9 293.2 

EU-1007 EU-1007 
.:t-50 ~ ~ ~ 

45.72 0.914 15.3 547 

EU-1008 EU-1008 
w ~ ~ -'1-.J@ 

15.24 1.00 9.2 331 

EU-1501 EU-1501 
~ ~ ~ ambiGm 
37.00 0.254 8.8 293.2 

EU-1502 EU-1502 ~ ~ ~ amlaiem 
37.00 0.254 9.7 293.2 

EU-1503 EU-1503 
~ ~ ~ amlaiem 
24.00 0.203 11.2 293.2 

EU-1504 EU-1504 
49 ~ ;;100 amlaiem 
15.00 0.102 15.0 293.2 

EU-2001 EU-2001 
200 ~ ~ ~ 

60.96 1.60 11.47 547 

EU-2002 EU-2002 
200 3-45 4-7-,484 405 
60.96 0.96 11.4 480.4 

EU-2003 EU-2003 
200 -Wi-7 4,e+-1- goo 

60.96 0.48 11.4 699.8 

EU-2004 EU-2004 
200 ~ ~ ,QG 

60.96 1.67 11.35 488.7 

EU-2005 EU-2005 
~ ~ :w4- ambiGm 
37.00 0.102 11.6 293.2 

EU-2006 EU-2006 
~ ~ 242- amlaiem 
37.00 0.102 14.0 293.2 

EU-2007 EU-2007 
~ ~ 2W amlaiem 
37.00 0.102 15.0 293.2 

EU-2008 EU-2008 
~ QA+ 41, ambiGm 
37.00 0.051 11.0 293.2 

EU-3001 EU-3001 
200 ~ ~ ~ 

60.96 1.118 12.1 549.3 

EU-3002 EU-3002 
200 ~ ~ ~ 

60.96 1.118 12.1 549.3 

EU-4001 EU-4001 
.:t-50 ~ 333 4-3d4-
45.72 0.10 20.0 1273 
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Stack ID Operation 

EU-4004 EU-4004 

EU-4005 EU-4005 

EU-4006 EU-4006 

EU-5001 1 EU-
5001NB/C/D 

EU-5002 
EU-

5002NB/C/D 

EU-5003 
EU-

5003NB/C/D 

EU-5004 
EU-

5004NB/C/D 

EU-5009 EU-5009 

EU-5010 EU-5010 

EU-5011 EU-5011 

EU-6000 EU-6000 

EU-6001 EU-6001 

EU-6002 EU-6002 

EU-6003 EU-6003 

EU-6006 EU-6006 

EU-6008 EU-6008 

EU-6501 EU-6501 

EU-7001 EU-7001 

EU-7002 EU-7002 

EU-7003 EU-7003 

EU-7004 EU-7004 

EU-8001 3 EU-8001 

EU-8002 EU-8002 

EU-8003 EU-8003 

Notes: 

Height 
(ftm) 

~ 

45.72 
~ 

45.72 
~ 

45.72 
a() 

15.24 
a() 

15.24 
a() 

15.24 
a() 

15.24 
49 
15.00 
~ 

40.00 
~ 

40.00 
.WO 
30.48 
7e 
23.16 
7e 
23.16 
7G 
23.16 
l5 
4.72 
.u; 
4.72 
~ 

37.00 
le4 
50.00 
le4 
50.00 
00 
24.39 
00 
24.39 
75 
22.9 
~ 

1.91 
6-.25 
1.91 
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F'lew Rate 
Diameter Exit Temperature 

(ftm) Velocity (~i:::K) 
(aGfmm/s) 

~ ~ ~ 

0.10 20.0 1273 
~ ~ ~ 

0.40 20.0 1273 
~ ~ ~ 

0.40 20.0 1273 
bQG 8,000 a()() 

0.61 6.6 533 
bQG 8,000 a()() 

0.61 6.6 533 
bQG 8,000 a()() 

0.61 6.6 533 
bQG 8,000 a()() 

0.61 6.6 533 
~ .w4- amhleRt 
0.0762 10.5 293.2 
~ +94- ambiGm 
0.10 9.3 293.2 
~ +94- ambiGm 
0.10 9.3 293.2 
~ ~ 400 
1.07 11.63 477.6 
~ ~ 94-
6.4 8.56 .52 

~ ~ 94-
6.4 8.56 -6 
~ ~ 94-
6.4 8.56 -6 
1,33 1-5,1-Si" 7-7-0 
0.406 55.4 683.2 
~ 45,-1-97- 7+JJ 
0.406 55.4 683.2 
0£7 555 ambiGm 
0.203 8.1 293.2 
~ ~ ~ 

3.45 11.58 432.6 
~ ~ 3.W 
3.45 11.58 432.6 
~ ~ 2.24 
0.51 4.36 379.82 
~ ~ 2.24 
0.51 4.36 379.82 
4.,.00 ~ .'J-00 
0.305 4.6 311 
047 ~ .:t-00 
0.052 2.2 311 
OA7 4,.5 1-00 
0.052 0.9 311 

1. EU-5001 - 5004 were not modeled, values included for comparison. 
2. Dispersion modeling software uses negative values to instruct the software to apply a positive 

6 K correction to the ambient temperature. 
3. EU-8001 - 8003 were not modeled, values included for comparison. 
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Air quality analysis table 1 summarizes the emission rate of the proposed source. However, the 
NOx, CO, PM10, PM2s, SO2, and VOC emission rates included in the table differ from the values 
given in both TSO page 25-26 and TSO Appendix A pages 1-3. We request that you verify the 
table 1 emission rates and correct the table as necessary. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 3: 

The Significant Emission Rates for PSD table (Table 1) in the Air Quality Analysis, Appendix C to 
this ATSD, has been revised to reflect and match pages 25-26 of the TSO and TSO Appendix A, 
pages 1-3. 

See Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised air quality analysis in its entirety. 

EPA Modeling Comment 4: 

Air quality analysis table 3 presents the results of the preconstructio n monitoring 
analysis. Annual NO2, 24-hour PM10, and 24-hour SO2 maximum modeled impacts in table 3 
differ from the significant impact level (SIL) analysis results provided in table 2. We request that 
you verify the table 3 maximum modeled impacts and correct the table as necessary. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 4: 

The values in the Preconstruction Monitoring Analysis table (Table 3) of the Air Quality Analysis, 
Appendix C to this ATSD, has been checked and corrected. These appeared to be transposition 
errors from the values in the Significant Impact Levels table (Table 2). The values in Table 2 and 
Table 3 now match. 

See Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling analysis in its entirety. 

EPA Modeling Comment 5: 

Page 6 of the air quality analysis report explains that CEMS data was used to determine the 
operating level and modeled emission rate for Indiana-Michigan Power - Rockport, ALCOA Power 
Plant, and IPL Petersburg consistent with 40 C.F.R. Part 51 Appendix W Table 8-2. It is not clear 
whether the information used to determine the modeled emission rate for each source with CEMS 
data is available within the permit record. It is also not readily clear from the report how the 
modeled emission rates for sources without CEMS data were determined. We request that you 
include as part of the permit record the nearby source CEMS data, actual operating level 
calculations, and a brief explanation of how the modeled emission rates for sources without 
CEMS data were determined. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 5: 

IDEM has made continuous emissions monitoring (CEMS) data available for the inventory 
sources whose modeled emissions were based on actual operating level conditions. Actual 
operating level calculations were taken as a simple average of the operating level over the most 
recent two years of CEMS data. These values were then multiplied by the permitted rate for each 
pollutant to get the pound per hour (lb/hr) rate. Sources without CEMS data were modeled using 
permitted conditions and estimates from previous modeling. 

IDEM requested that the source find major emission sources in Kentucky to be included in the 
modeling. These sources are relatively small and located nearly 50 km away from the facility. The 
consultant was able to find the most recent actual emissions from these Kentucky sources which 
were used in the modeling. 
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One commenter mentioned an email from KBR that suggested the use of U.S. Energy 
Information Administration (EIA) data to determine the actual operating levels in order to 
determine the emission rates for the inventory sources. The commenter also suggested that this 
method uses actual emissions. Use of actual operating levels over the most recent two year 
period is supported in the Revisions to the Guideline on Air Quality Models, Appendix W, Table 8-
2 "Points Source Model Emission Inputs for NAAQS Compliance in PSD Demonstrations". The 
actual operating levels are not synonymous with actual emissions. Actual operating levels, rather, 
are used in conjunction with the permitted limit for the inventory sources to derive the modeled 
emission rates for the inventory sources. Please see the updated Table 8-2 of the Revisions to 
the Guideline on Air Quality Models, Appendix W, for more detailed guidance on modeling nearby 
sources and the preferred U.S. EPA approach for addressing actual operating levels and 
operating factors. 

IDEM agreed that operating levels should be used to determine emission rates and consulted 
with U.S. EPA in using the EIA data to derive these values. After discussing with U.S. EPA, IDEM 
recommended to the consultant to use the operating levels found within the CEMs data for the 
inventory sources in lieu of the EIA data. 

EPA Modeling Comment 6: 

Pages 10-13 of the air quality analysis includes the ozone and secondary PM 2.s impact 
analysis. The analysis appears to rely on NOx, SO2, and VOC emission rates that do not match 
the values given on TSO pages 25-26 and TSO appendix A page 3. We request that you verify 
the NOx, SO2, and VOC emission rates used in the analysis and update the analysis as 
necessary to account for emissions from the proposed source. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 6: 

IDEM received a comment about emission units EU-3001 and EU-3002 as being modeled at a 
lower emission rate than the permitted limit of 26.30 lb of SO2 /hr. Because of a misunderstanding 
between IDEM permit and modeling staffs, these units were modeled at a rate representative of 
somewhat more than the loading for each unit expected under normal plant-wide full load 
conditions. After the comment, a model was run with both sulfur recovery trains operating at an 
emission rate of 26.30 lb SO2 /hr, each, representing the maximum sulfur load that each tail gas 
treatment units can handle. Although the combination of two sulfur recovery units operating at 
this level cannot be achieved in practice, it is considered a conservative approach for modeling. 

Describing the capacity relationships of the Veba Cambi Cracker (VCC, Block 2000) and the two 
sulfur recovery units requires careful language. When the VCC Unit is operating at 100% 
capacity, each sulfur recovery unit will handle approximately 50% of the incoming sulfur load, 
which results in a maximum combined emission rate of 36.70 lb SO2/hr. The sulfur recovery 
capacity of the entire source is bottlenecked by the coal processing capacity of the VCC unit and 
the maximum sulfur content of the coal supply. To accommodate startup, shutdown, and 
turndown operating conditions, each sulfur recovery train is sized for 70% of the full-load VCC 
capacity, representing an emission rate of 26.30 lb SOihr. Combined emissions of the two sulfur 
recovery trains greater than 36.70 lb SO2/hr cannot be achieved in practice because of the VCC 
capacity and coal sulfur content bottleneck. The table below shows the operating scenarios and 
sulfur loading potentials for each unit. 

Scenario Operating Mode Sulfur Number of % Sulfur Loading for 
No. Loading SRP's Operating SRP(s) 

from VCC Operating 
1 100% VCC Operation 100% 2 Both SR P's operating, each 

(Normal Operations) handling ~50% of the 
incoming load from VCC Unit 

2 70% VCC Operation 570% 1 The operating SRP handles 
(During VCC Unit the incoming load from VCC 

Unit 
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Turndown, Start-up, 
Shutdown) 

3 70% VCC Operation 
(During VCC Unit 
Turndown, Start-up, 
Shutdown) 

4 70% VCC Operation 
(One SRP is not 
available or 
shutdown) 

:570% 2 

:570% 1 
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The total sulfur loading is 
limited to :5 70% to both 
SRP's. 
The two SR P's could split the 
incoming load in a 50-50, 60-
40 or 70-30 ratio, i.e., within 
SPR capacity & turndown 
limits. 
The operating SRP handles 
the incoming load from VCC 
Unit 

Annual emissions of NOx, VOC, and SO2 used in the Section F secondary analysis for PM2.s and 
ozone were updated. Updated emissions values remain below the values for Indiana provided in 
U.S. EPA MER PS Guidance. 

See Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling analysis in its entirety. 

EPA Modeling Comment 7: 

Pages 13-14 of the air quality analysis provides IDEM's HAP modeling results. As part of our 
review, we note that the estimated aggregated hazardous air pollutant (HAP) in the air quality 
analysis report is 30 tons/yr and methanol emissions is 24 tons/yr. However, TSO appendix A 
page 7 states that total HAPs after issuance will be 60.30 tons/yr and methanol emissions, while 
still the highest HAP emitted, is 28.03 tons/yr. We request that you verify and correct the highest 
single HAP and total HAP emission rates cited in the analysis. We also request that you verify 
the emission rates used to generate the results in Table 11 to ensure the analysis considers the 
proposed source's HAP emission rates. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 7: 

IDEM has verified the input files and determined that Methanol was modeled appropriately at 28 
tons per year (tpy) in the final modeling files. The modeled concentration in the Hazardous Air 
Pollutant Modeling Results table (Table 11) reflects the 28 tpy rate. The remainder of the 
difference between total tonnage modeled and the value listed in the TSO - Appendix A, page 7 is 
the result of fugitive leaks. IDEM modeled volume sources which represented fugitive HAP 
emissions to account for the fugitive leaks emissions in order to achieve a more conservative 
HAPs modeling analysis. 

See Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling analysis in its entirety. 

EPA Modeling Comment 8: 

The annual NO2 SIL analysis does not appear to model 2012 impacts. Instead, the 2012 annual 
NO2 analysis uses 2013 meteorological data to drive the model. Similarly, the 2013, 2014, and 
2015 annual NO2 analysis uses meteorological data from the following year to drive the 
model. The 2016 annual NO2 analysis uses 2016 meteorological data, ultimately resulting in 
concentrations based on 2016 met data to be repeated twice in the analysis. We request that 
you revise the modeled meteorological data to ensure the modeled year matches the year of the 
analysis. If the corrections result in a higher modeled annual NO2 concentration, then we also 
request that you update the reported concentration provided in tables 2 and 3 of the air quality 
analysis. 
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IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 8: 
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IDEM reviewed the NO2 SIL analysis files and confirmed that the year 2012 does not seem to 
have been modeled. The file labeled "2012" uses 2013 meteorological data and 2013 uses 2014 
data etc. These files were associated with the Emergency Fast Depressure Test flaring scenario 
which is the worst case modeling scenario. IDEM has re-run AERMOD with the meteorological 
files corresponding to the correct year. The revised annual NO2 modeled results went from 0.68 
µg/m3 to 0. 71 µg/m3, still well below significant impact level and preconstruction monitoring 
thresholds. 

See Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling analysis in its entirety. 

EPA Modeling Comment 9: 

The short term and annual SO2 SIL analyses appear to include the emissions from EU-7001, the 
steam-hydrocarbon reformer furnace for hydrogen plant 1, and not EU-7002, the reformer furnace 
for hydrogen plant 2. It is not clear why only one reformer furnace is included in the analysis. We 
request that you either include both reformer furnaces in the analysis or provide justification 
explaining why it is appropriate to only include one reformer furnace in the analysis. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 9: 

The analysis does not include Hydrogen Reformer #2 because the modeling inputs represent a 
flaring scenario under which many of the units will not be operating or operating at a reduced 
rate. IDEM modeled both of the reformers when the facility is operating under normal conditions 
and found that the highest concentrations under normal conditions were less than the flaring 
scenario concentration. IDEM used the flaring scenario for the SIL and NAAQS analysis as this 
represented the worst case. 

EPA Modeling Comment 10: 

For the 24-hour and annual PM10 and PM2.5 analysis, EU6000 is modeled at 0.51 lb/hr. However, 
condition D.3.1 (a)(3) limits EU6000 to 0.53 lb/hr. We request that you verify the modeled 
emission rate for this emission unit and update the analysis as necessary. 

IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 10: 

IDEM has checked the PM25 analysis, and the rate in the modeling is 0.53 lb/hr. The SIL and 
NAAQS values reported in the TSO reflect this rate. For PM10, the rate in the modeling was 0.51 
lb/hr, based on a previous emission calculation. IDEM has updated its modeling for EU-6000 to 
0.53 lb/hr and found no change in the maximum impact value. 

See Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling analysis in its entirety. 
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On December 10, 2018, Earthjustice, of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; on behalf of Southwestern Indiana 
Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc., of Dale, Indiana; Valley Watch, Inc., of Evansville, Indiana; Sierra Club, 
Hoosier Chapter, of Indianapolis, Indiana; and Citizens Action Coalition, of Indianapolis, Indiana; 
submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit. Valley Watch, Inc. and Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. each submitted 
additional comments by email on December 10, 2018. 

The Ea1thiustice let!er includes a very large number of footnotes. Notes citing reference materials, 
decisions, or guidance documents are not incorporated into this ATSD. Notes internal to the comment 
document and its attached supporting reports from consultants are adapted to the numbering ~Y.§t§)_riJ _ _()_f 
this ATSD. Comments derived from the consultant reports are answered in this Earthiustice section 
where the Earthiustice comment clearly incorpornks the consultant's 11vork. Elements of the consultants' 

20. The Earthjustice comments include several 
footnotes as part of the response. We suggest 
reviewing the footnotes to determine if these footnotes 
include comments that require a response. The 
footnotes were not included when incorporating the 
comments into the ATSD, so it may be possible to miss 
some of the supporting information that the 
commenters submitted 
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comments that are not clearly incorporated into this Earthiustice letter are discussed in sections of this 
ATSD that pmsent the full text of the consultants' comm,rnts. Elements of the combined work that are 
presenkd in substantially more detail in the consultant's report than in the Earthiustice letter, for example. 
comments relating lo modeling. are also discussed in sections of this ATSD that present the full text of 
the consultants' comments. 

Earth justice Comment 1: 

I. The Permit Is Unlawful Because IDEM Has No Basis to Determine the Impacts of an 
Untested Technology. 

As proposed, the Refinery would use VEBA Combi Cracking technology, which is not used by 
any other facility in the United States. Through this technology, the Refinery would pollute the 
surrounding community with hazardous air pollutants, volatile organic compounds, particulate 
matter, and many other pollutants. 

Indiana law requires IDEM to base its decisions on "substantial evidence" and prohibits IDEM 
from issuing an air permit until it has "approved the plans and specifications" and "determined that 
the facility, equipment, or device meets the requirement[s]" of Indiana's air permit regulations. 
Thus, if IDEM decides that a new source will satisfy the requirements of Indiana's air permit 
regulations and that issuing a permit is lawful, IDEM must support that decision with substantial 
evidence. Failure to do so is grounds for reversing !OEM's decision. 

Federal law and sound approaches to air quality permitting require no less. Congress designed 
the Prevention of Significant Deterioration program with the goal of "assur[ing] that any decision 
to permit increased air pollution ... is made only after careful evaluation of all the consequences of 
such a decision." In furtherance of that goal, EPA permitting guidance requires state agencies to 
make independent determinations about necessary emissions controls and not to rely solely on 
applicant information. EPA retains oversight authority over state permitting decisions. 

Here, the stark challenge presented by the Refinery-tons of toxic pollution-requires an exacting 
and detailed response from IDEM in order to comply with Indiana's "substantial evidence" 
standard. IDEM must understand the air quality impacts and technology choices at the Refinery, 
and not abdicate air quality modeling or engineering evaluations to the applicant. 

Instead, the proposed permit is based on incomplete plant design. Dr. Ranajit Sahu, whose 
report is Attachment A to these comments ("Sahu Report"), has identified many examples from 
the permit application and related communications demonstrating that the plant design is not 
mature enough to support the permit and its underlying analysis, including~:--------~ 

• Coal size reduction processes for which "detailed engineering or equipment procurement for 
the Riverview plant has not been initiated," and the definition of additives to be used "will be 
established during later engineering studies" (Dr. Raniit Sahu (Sahu) Comment 1, example 
Ql; 

• For acid gas and natural gas burners "there will be one burner, however there could be 
multiple burners" (Sahu Comment ·1. example c); 

• "Formal engineering and procurement activities to solicit multiple equipment bids and 
supporting the next refined level of project scope and cost estimation will be initiated in the 
next phase of engineering" (Sahu Comment 1, exampled); 

• 'The cooling water treatment program is not defined" (Sahu Comment 1, example e); 

• Modeling was based on a list of structures and their physical parameters "at the time of 
permit application drafting" (Sahu Comment 1, example fl; 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 

Commented [LD1 3]: epa comment 4/17 
3.a. In paragraph 5, specific issues identified in the 
"Sahu Report" are provided as a bulleted list in the 
comment and in the ATSD. It is not clear whether 
these examples are addressed in other responses 
included elsewhere in the response. We suggest that 
you respond to or otherwise acknowledge each 
example as part of the response and whether these 
examples would otherwise affect the decision on the 
permit application. 
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• Emissions estimates regarding the hydrogen plant were based on the "vendor's initial 
conceptual approach. Discussion regarding hydrogen plant design are not finalized" (Sahu 
Comment 1. example g); 

• Emissions estimates "will be refined with vendor information as it becomes available"..(Sahu 
Comment 1 exampls, h~; 

• Firing rates for natural gas were uncertain (Sahu Comment 1, example i).; 

• The plant did "not have a good estimate of expected flare events such as startups, 
shutdowns, etc."JSahu Comment 1, example il. 

These many examples demonstrate that with the plant's design far from complete, and processes 
and emission levels unknown, IDEM had no basis to issue the permit. Further, as demonstrated 
in the Sahu Report, this incomplete information and other errors have led to underestimates of 
expected emissions (footnote citing. possibly incorrectly, several pages of the S,ahll attachment, 
incllading Comment 2 (in pmtl, 3. 4. and 5 (in part)). The predicted emissions from the Refinery 
are in some cases barely below applicable regulatory thresholds that, if reached, would trigger 
additional pollution control requirements (footnote citing modeling submitted June 2016, vvhich 
has been updated). But the current emissions predictions are dependent upon certain aspects of 
the Refinery"s design that have not yet been determined, like those identified in the examples 
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above. That means IDEM's emissions predictions are unreliable and susceptible to significant , Commented [LD141, epa comment 4117 

changes.~]---------------------------------~',, 3.b. In paragraph 6, the commenter claims that the 

iDEM has no basis for issuing a permit to the Refinery until the Refinery"s design specifications 
are finalized. Yet, after processing Riverview's permit application for nearly a year, IDEM still has 
neglected to make a full assessment of the existing technology choices for, and air quality 
impacts of, the Refinery. IDEM has delayed making several key decisions about which pollution 
controls are necessary to comply with applicable requirements under the Clean Air Act and the 
Indiana Plan, and has instead used unsupported assumptions about the Refinery's design 
specifications and technologies to support its conclusion that the Refinery would not degrade 
Spencer County's air quality (footnote cits~d l'v1r. Howard Gebhart (Gebhart, Comment ·16 (fugitive 
VOGL IDEM also has yet to incorporate into its permit the monitoring requirements necessary to 
ensure compliance with the Refinery's permitted emissions limits (footnote citing Gebhart 
Comments '12 (FDCP requirements) and 16 (fugitive VOC).~· --------------~ 

As Dr. Sahu notes in his report, complete information on these issues could result in emissions 
impacts over regulatory thresholds _ _(foolnote citing introductory material in Sahu and June 2018 
modeling report). Such information is especially important where, as here, the technology 
proposed for this massive Refinery has no precedent in the United States. Thus, the permit must 
be withdrawn and reconsidered based on the plant's final technology, process design, and 
emissions impacts. 

predicted emissions from the refinery 'are in some 
cases barely below the applicable regulatory 
thresholds". We suggest acknowledging this part of the 
comment in the response. Footnote 40 of the 
commenter's letter identifies annual PM 2.s, 1-hour NO2, 
and 1-hour SO2 modeled impacts. If another part of 
the ATSD addresses these impacts, then a reference 
to that response as part of this response would be 
helpful 

c. Paragraph 6 of this comment also claims that 
"IDEM's emissions predictions are unreliable and 
susceptible to significant changes" because the design 
has yet to be determined. We suggest that you provide 
a response addressing how significant changes to the 
design versus how it is described in the application 
would affect the permit Providing some explanation 
about IDEM's permit requirements when the design of 
a permitted facility changes would be helpful. 
Particularly, IDEM has required permitted sources to 
revise their permit if the source changes processes or 
emissions units during later design and construction. 
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design specifications and technologies to support its 
conclusion that the refinery would not degrade Spencer 
County's air quality'' Footnote 42 refers to the 
assumption that 100% of voe emissions will be 
controlled. We suggest that you respond to this claim 
If this is addressed in other responses to comments, 
then a reference to that response would be helpful. 
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IDEM, OAQ has not delayed any decisions regarding the source. The process design is 
sufficiently detailed to establish that the potential to emit exceeds the thresholds of the Part 70 
and PSD programs. Each component of the process, e.g,, coal handling, is well documented with 
regard to potential to emit and BACT. The draft permit includes limitations to ensure that the 
source will employ the best available control technology for emissions that exceed the thresholds 
for Prevention of Significant Deterioration. Each limitation is supported by testing, monitoring, 
record keeping, and reporting requirements sufficient to demonstrate continuous compliance with 
the limitations. 

---Conclusions about the effect on air quality are supported by modeling of the source-wide 
emissions after application of the limits in the draft permit. The claim that emissions of any 
pollu!ant represen! some fradion of the NAAQS ignores !hat fact that the modeled emissions me 
!he maximum allowable under the permit Any increase in emissions. vvhether demonstrated by 
inability to comply with permit conditions or caused by physical changes at the source such as 
changes in unit capacity, are subieci to source modification requirements at 326 IAC 2-7-10.5. 
permit modification requirements at 326 IAC 2-7-12. and PSD requirements at 326 IAC 2-2. No 
changes were made as a result of this comment. 

With regard lo the fugitive VOC (equipment leaks'!. see IDEM Rs,sponse to Mr Howard Gs,bhart 
Comment 16 

With regard to !he Fugi!ive Dus! Control Plan monitoring requirements. see IDEM Response to 
Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 12 

With regard to paragraph 6_as .. it relates to the sentence including" .. incomplete information and 
other errors ... ", see IDEM Responss,s lo: 

• Earthiustice Comment 2 
• Earthiustice Comment 3 
• Dr. Ranaiit Sahu Comment 3 
• Earthiustice Comment 4 
• Earthiuslice Comment 5 
• Earihiustirn Comment 6 

With regard to the VEBA Cambi Cracker (VCC) technology, see IDEM Response to Valley Watch 
Comment 12. 

Earthjustice Comment 2: 

II. The Permit Is Unlawful Because It Relies on Deficient and Erroneous Calculations. 

Similarly, the permit must accurately analyze plant processes and emissions to provide a 
complete and accurate picture of what activities the permit is regulating and the impacts on the 
surrounding community. IDEM's Technical Support Document fails to support a valid permit by 
offering deficient and incorrect calculations in many regards, including the following issues 
identified by Dr. Sahu: 

• Describing emissions of particulate matter fractions that exceed the total particulate matter 
emissions, which is impossible (Sahu Comment 2, example a); 

• Describing controlled emissions of sulfur dioxide that are greater than uncontrolled 
emissions, which again makes no sense (Sahu Comment 2. example bl; 

• Using outdated global warming potentials for greenhouse gas emissions, and failing to apply 
the correct time period for the impacts of these emissions (Sahu Comment 2 example cl. 
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Further, the permit application and !OEM's Technical Support Document make several 
fundamental errors with their use of EPA guidance for calculating emissions, known as AP-42. 
Many of the emission calculations contained in Appendix A of IDEM's Technical Support 
Document rely on AP-42 as the source of emission factors used to develop the Refinery's 
potential-to-emit calculations. This reliance on AP-42 is in error because AP-42 provides long-
term average emissions for plants in a source category as opposed to estimates of the maximum 
emissions that could result from a particular facility. Thus, wherever the application or IDEM's 
analysis rely on AP-42 for potential to emit calculations, this is wrong and the resulting emission 
levels are underestimates, with important consequences for potential emission controls.~]---~· 

Second, the application and IDEM fail to mention the reliability ratings of the AP-42 factors on 
which they rely. These ratings provide information on the robustness of emission factors; lower 
ratings rely on data from fewer facilities, which may not be a random and thus more reliable 
sample of the industry. Here, as Dr. Sahu demonstrates in his report, the application and KBR, 
the Texas construction company that prepared the application, rely on emission factors th at EPA 
itself has rated as having little or no reliability (this and previous paragr_<1p_b Sahu Comment 2 _ 
exampled). 

Similar to the AP-42 errors, the application and IDEM incorrectly use average emission factors to 
calculate potential to emit for volatile organic compounds from fugitive leaks, a significant portion 
of overall plant emissions of this type of pollutant. Additionally, in relying on an EPA estimate of 
control efficiency, IDEM does not consider the significant caveats in an EPA guidance document, 
resulting in a considerable understating of emissions from component leaks. Further, IDEM has 
improperly underestimated emissions from tanks by making improper assumptions about vapor 
pressure and by using obsolete AP-42 factors_/Sahu Comment 2. examples e.__f, __ g, __ 9_11_t:I _ _I})_. 
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4.a. Paragraphs 2 and 4 of this comment raise several 
issues with using AP-42 emission factors and fugitive 
leak VOC emission factors to estimate emissions at the 
source. We suggest that you supplement the response 
by addressing how these emission factors were used in 
this permit action. Stating that these emission factors 
were used to determine NSR and Title V applicability 
would clarify how these emission factors were used in 
this permit Explaining that emission limitations were 
selected through the BACT process would further 
clarify the response. 
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/ 4.c. Paragraph 5 of this comment raises issues with the 

/ flaring scenarios. We suggest that you either address 
/ this claim as part of this response or include references 

Finally, the application and IDEM attempt to address flaring scenarios based on the sort of 
incomplete plant engineering information discussed in Section I above. KBR concedes that 
determining the duration of flaring events is "problematic." When IDEM then attempts to model 
flaring events, it relies on a series of unsupported assumptions, including the number of events, 
how long they last, the flow rate of the flare, and properties of the flare gas. As Dr. Sahu notes, it 
is "impossible to reconcile the lack of design detail with the highly detailed assumptions on flare 
gases used by IDEM in its emissions calculation and modeling,!' (Sahu Comment 2, example i) 

/ to other portions of the ATSD that would be responsive 
/ to this part of the comment. If not addressed 

/ elsewhere, explaining how the applicant defined each 
1 flaring scenario and how it was addressed in the PSD 

permit would help address this claim. 
The erroneous and deficient emissions calculations described in the preceding paragraphs 
currently serve as the basis for IDEM's conclusions regarding the Refinery's environmental and 
health effects. That means IDEM's conclusions are at best insufficiently supported, and at worst, 
inaccurate. 

:fhe consequences of reaching inaccurate conclusions with respect to the Refinery are significant. 
First, as stated in the preceding section, even small changes to IDEM's potential-to-emit 
calculations could mean that the Refinery would in fact cause Spencer County to exceed national 
ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). Second, inaccuracies in the Refinery's emissions 
projections for certain hazardous air pollutants could mean that Spencer County residents and 
Refinery workers would be at an elevated risk of developing cancer, compared to current IDEM 
estimates. Because the Refinery has the potential to emit certain pollutants with significant I 
carcinogenic potential, like benzene, errors in cancer risk assessment pose special concerns. I 
Currently, some of these cancer-causing pollutants, like polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, are / 
entirely excluded from IDEM's cancer assessment.~]-----------------~ 

By basing its conclusions in incomplete and potentially inaccurate emissions information, IDEM 
cannot ensure that the Refinery will not cause Spencer County to fall out of attainment or cause 
serious harm to the public. IDEM therefore has failed to satisfy its obligations under state and 
federal law and must withdraw the permit so that it can address these fundamental errors in its 
emissions projection. 

I 
! 
! 
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Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan. PE. 

f'ls,aw--Wilh regard to th;, use of emission factors and th;, reliability of those emission factors, 
please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 
Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 

With regard to flare emissions, please see the followin~r. 

• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 9 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Cormnen! 10 

With regard to small changes in potential to emit, see IDEM Response to Earthius!ice Commen! 
.L 

With regard to the VEBA Cambi Cracker (VCC) technology, see IDEM Response to Valley Watch 
Comment 12. 

The magnitude of uncontrolled emissions has value in this permitting process only so far as those 
uncontrolled emissions determine whether the source may exceed thresholds for the Part 70 and 
PSD programs. The limitations in the permit, and the associated testing, monitoring, record 
keeping, and reporting requirements, ensure that either PSD requirements do not apply to a 
pollutant or that the source is applying BACT to PSD pollutants. With regard to particular 
statements in the comment: 

• Differences between PM and PM 10/PM 25 emission factors, which commonly occur in 
combustion processes, appear because of the way the U.S. EPA defines the pollutant 
emissions. Particulate matter (PM), predating the fine fraction regulations that appeared 
later, is defined as the result of the Method 5 filter procedure. Fine particulates, PM 10 and 
PM2s, are defined as the sum of the Method 5 result and the condensable particulate 
matter determined by Method 202. Therefore, possibly counterintuitively, the PM10/PM2.s 
result is greater than the PM result the fine fractions should be a subset of. 

Lower "uncontrolled" sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions are a function of both the definition of 
the process and the reliability of certain AP-42 emission factors. The source intends to 
recover sulfur for sale as a product. The uncontrolled emissions are therefore defined as 
emissions from Claus units with scrubbing-type tail gas treatment units. The 99.9% 
recovery attached to the process in AP-42 Table 8.13-1 is conditional on a high H2S 
concentration in the feed gas (ref: note c_!o Table 8.13-·1D, so a lower feed concentration 
could increase the uncontrolled emissions. However, as noted in the introductory 
paragraph, after establishing that uncontrolled emissions exceed 100 tons per year, what 
becomes significant is the levels of emissions achieved by other sources in the BACT 
review. BACT for the process is determined as limitations on the sulfur concentration in 
the exhaust gas. 

• Global warming potentials applied in the calculations are the values from Table A-1 in 40 
CFR 98. Source-wide carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions are well above the 
threshold and different GWP values will not change the determination of BACT for CO2e
producing units. 

+D[;;M--HN',ei¥,,4-,iwla!-OG--data-frnm-tl'f<H~QHS!clltar'lt--Hl§aHiiH§f-ttAf2s.-4a!a--dl¾Fffi§-The source provided 
additional informa!ion about HAPs early in the public notice period, including updated emissions 
from one of the emission units and data on pollutants not considered earlier._ In addition, !OEM's 
modeling review determined HAPs impacts increased due to revised downwash considerations 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 

•"•" Commented [AJ19]: did the increase in haps change 
any requirements in the permit - i do believe remodel 
for a few haps. 

Add that we evaluated and updating modeling and re
evaluated permit conditions and found no changes in 
applicable requirements - also address neshap 

DL 5114 
edited last paragraph above the "no additional 
changes . .." statement 

5115 
Mark reviewed my edits 

.--------1 Commented [LD20]: epa 4/17 
4.f 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

as a result of the updated data. As part of the revised modeling, additional HAPs (including 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs)) are now_included in Table 12 of Appendix C. See 
Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling analysis in its entirety. Changes to the 
modeled HAP emissions did not require changes to any applicable requirements in the permit 
IDEM. OAQ notes !hat the source is subiect to a number of National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants that incorporate requirements, such as emissions limits and operating 
standards, specifically directed toward reducing emissions of HAPs. 

No additional changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Earthjustice Comment 3: 

Ill. The Permit Unlawfully Relies on Deficient and Inaccurate Air Quality Modeling. 

IDEM's air quality modeling analysis for the proposed Refinery is also incomplete and 
inadequate. In contravention of federal regulations on air quality modeling, IDEM has modeled 
the air quality impacts of the Refinery using data that is not representative of the proposed 
Refinery site. Specifically, the meteorological data and data on background concentrations of 
pollutants that are used in IDEM's models comes from monitors that are far away from the 
proposed Refinery site-in some cases from South Bend, roughly 270 mi/es (emphasis in the 
ori9inal} from the site-and from locations with different wind-flow patterns than the site. These 
air quality monitoring sites also fail to account for the fact that the Refinery would be constructed 
near a major highway with vehicle traffic emitting significant amounts of NAAQS pollutants. All of 
these factors undermine the accuracy of IDEM's modeling results. (multiple footnotes citing 
Gebhart Comments 7 and 15 and Sahu Comment 5) 

IDEM's models also include inaccurate emissions data for several pollutants and sources of 
emissions. First, because a reasonably advanced design does not yet exist for the Refinery, all of 
the modeling inputs for the Refinery's projected pollutant emissions are-at best-guesses as to 
the Refinery's actual potential to emit such pollutants. Second, there are inconsistencies 
between the modeling inputs and the actual permitted emissions limits for certain pollutants. For 
example, IDEM modeled the Refinery's S02 emissions from its tail gas stacks and other 
emissions units using numbers that were lower than the S02 emissions limits contained in the 
permit, meaning the models showed less impact on air quality from the Refinery's S02 emissions 
than what would occur in reality. Third, IDEM incorrectly modeled emissions from certain nearby 
sources of significant air pollution by modeling a snapshot of the sources' observed emissions 
rather than the maximum allowable emissions of such sources. Finally, IDEM's air quality models 
entirely failed to account for significant emissions of NOx and S02 from start-up, shutdown, and 
malfunction events, which can cause significant short-term emissions and accompanying health 
risks, and from rail and truck traffic and several nearby power plants. (multiple footnotes citing 
Sahu Comment 5 and Gebhart Comments 8, 9, '18, and '19) 

Additional inaccuracies and oversights in IDEM's modeling are highlighted in the commenting 
organizations' modeling report, which is Attachment B to these comments. One especially 
troubling oversight is IDEM's failure to use consistent emissions values for PM10 in its modeling, 
which has left the commenting organizations' air modeling expert, Dr. Gebhart, with "zero 
confidence that the PM 10 modeling has been done correctly." (multiple footnotes citing Gebhart 
Comments 11. 13 ·14, and 181 

Under federal and Indiana law, IDEM must make its decisions and determinations based on 
substantial evidence and careful evaluation, not guesswork. In the absence of such evidence and 
evaluation, neither the public nor IDEM can be sure that the Refinery will meet all applicable 
requirements under the Clean Air Act and the Indiana Plan. Because IDEM has failed in its 
fundamental duty to determine based on substantial evidence and careful evaluation (emphasis 
in the original) _that the Refinery will not contribute to the deterioration of Spencer County's air 
quality, the Permit is unlawful under Sections 7475 and 7661a of the Clean Air Act and Title 326, 
Article 2 of the Indiana Code, and must be withdrawn. 
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The incompleteness of I DE M's data and analysis are sufficient to warrant the withdrawal of the 
draft permit. However, even the deficient decision-making record reveals flaws that render the 
permit illegal under the Clean Air Act and the Indiana Plan, as detailed below. 

IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 3: 

This comment appears to summarize comments provided by the consultants, Dr. Sahu and Mr. 
Gebhart. See the following IDEM Responses: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 
the AERMOD Dispersion Model 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 
Monitoring 

• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 8 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 9 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 10 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 11 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 12 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 13 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 14 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 16 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 17 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 18 
• IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 19 
• IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 5 

Earthjustice Comment 4: 

IV. The Permit is Unlawful Because It Does Not Require BACT for Certain Regulated 
Pollutants. 

a. IDEM Must Select The "Most Stringent" Technology for Controlling Regulated Pollutants 
at The Refinery or Reasonably Explain Its Decision Not to Do So. 

Major stationary sources regulated by the Prevention of Significant Deterioration program must 
apply the "Best Available Control Technology," or BACT, for all regulated pollutants that the 
source has the potential to emit in "significant amounts." Major stationary sources are sources 
that have the "potential to emit" one hundred tons per year (or in some cases two hundred and 
fifty tons per year) of any regulated air pollutant. Regulated pollutants are those "for which a 
national ambient air quality standard has been promulgated" or that are "subject to regulation" 
under the Clean Air Act." The amount of emissions that is considered "significant" is determined 
by regulation on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. BACT applies to each regulated pollutant that a 
major source has the potential to emit in significant amounts. 

BACT is "an emission limitation based on the maximum degree of reduction of each [regulated] 
pollutant" emitted from a major stationary source, "which the permitting authority, on a case-by
case basis, taking into account energy, environmental, and economic impacts and other costs, 
determines is achievable for such [source]." As this definition suggests, "Congress intended 
BACT to perform a technology-forcing function." 

The proposed Refinery must comply with BACT requirements because it qualifies as a major 
stationary source and will be located in an attainment or otherwise unclassifiable area subject to 
the Prevention of Significant Deterioration program. Thus, the Refinery must apply BACT to each 
pollutant that it has the potential to emit in significant amounts. 

IDEM applies EPA's "top-down approach" for determining BACT for regulated pollutants. The 
first step in this approach requires IDEM to identify all available control technologies for regulated 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

pollutants by reviewing a variety of sources, including technical articles, EPA and state air 
permits, and EPA's RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse ("Clearinghouse"), among others. 

IDEM must do its homework by consulting a variety of sources, and cannot rely solely on EPA's 
Clearinghouse to identify available technologies. This requirement is due in part to the forward
looking, "technology-forcing" aspect of an adequate BACT analysis (footno!a citing Sahu 
Comment 4L Because the Clearinghouse only contains examples of what technology has been 
applied in the past, it provides insufficient information about what technology is currently 
achievable for a particular facility, as the BACT analysis requires. Moreover, the information 
contained in the Clearinghouse is notoriously incomplete. Indeed, EPA itself has noted 
"incomplete data" as an "ongoing problem" with the Clearinghouse, and IDEM has commented 
with respect to data in the Clearinghouse "that obtaining [BACT] information from other states can 
be difficult." EPA and IDEM agree that agencies must diligently consult other sources to obtain a 
full picture of technology options. 

After identifying all available control technologies for regulated pollutants, IDEM then must rank 
those technologies in descending order and select the most stringent option as BACT "unless the 
applicant demonstrates, and [I DEM] in its informed judgment agrees, that technical 
considerations, or energy, environmental or economic impacts justify a conclusion that the most 
stringent technology is not achievable." Once IDEM determines that an emission unit is subject 
to BACT and that the most stringent technology is technologically and economically feasible, the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration program does not allow IDEM to impose a less stringent 
technology. 

If IDEM does not select the "most stringent" technology as BACT, it must develop a sufficient 
record to support the reasonableness of its determination that such technology is not achievable. 
Failure to provide a reasoned justification is grounds for federal intervention in IDEM's permitting 
decisions. 

The U.S. Supreme Court addressed this very issue in Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation v. EPA ("ADEC"), when it upheld EPA's decision to halt issuance of an air permit on 
grounds that Alaska's Department of Environmental Conservation unreasonably rejected 
selective catalytic reduction as BACT for NOx emissions. In that case, the Department followed 
EPA's top-down approach for determining BACT and concluded that selective catalytic reduction 
was the most stringent control technology for NOx emissions and was both technically and 
economically feasible. Despite this conclusion, the Department ultimately rejected selective 
catalytic reduction in its permit and allowed the source to control NOx emissions through low-NOx 
burners instead. EPA found this decision unreasonable, and the Supreme Court affirmed EPA's 
conclusion. In its reasoning, the Supreme Court explained that the Department provided no 
record evidence that selective catalytic reduction was infeasible and therefore the Department 
"lacked cause for selecting Low NOx as BACT" instead. 

IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 4: 

IDEM, OAQ considers that the BACT analysis is in conformance with the requirements. The 
technology review was not limited to the RBLC database but included permits and supporting 
documentation for sources in other states. With specific regard to the example of the case that 
the commenters cited, Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation v. EPA, IDEM, OAQ 
does not consider the Alaska case similar to the BACT analysis for the proposed source. As 
discussed in the IDEM Response to EPA BACT Comment 2, IDEM found that low-NOx burners 
offer higher control efficiency than SCR could reasonably be expected to achieve under the 
expected operating conditions. The selection of BACT is therefore based on the highest control 
efficiency and consideration of cost effectiveness is not subject to review. No changes were 
made as a result of this comment 
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IV. The Permit is Unlawful Because It Does Not Require BACT for Certain Regulated 
Pollutants. 

b. IDEM's BACT Analysis for the Refinery Does Not Meet State and Federal Requirements. 

Despite the requirements for a proper BACT analysis enumerated above, IDEM's BACT analysis 
is a backward-looking, incomplete assessment of the pollution-control options that are currently 
achievable for the Refinery. As the commenting organizations' engineering expert, Dr. Sahu, 
explained, IDEM's BACT analysis for the Refinery relies entirely on information from EPA's 
Clearinghouse and "seems to begin and end with a discussion of what BACT determinations 
have been made in the past" (footnote citing Sahu comment 4) This approach leads to an 
incomplete BACT analysis that contravenes the goal of BACT requirements, which seek to 
ensure that new sources of air pollution adopt the best pollution-control technologies that are 
available and achievable for the source. Moreover, IDEM's analysis contains no assessment of 
the cost-effectiveness of available pollution controls, which is a central requirement of a proper 
BACT analysis. 

Because of these significant flaws, IDEM's BACT analysis is insufficient under federal and state 
law and EPA guidelines. 

IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 5: 

See IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 4. 

Earthjustice Comment 6: 

IV. The Permit is Unlawful Because It Does Not Require BACT for Certain Regulated 
Pollutants. 

c. IDEM Did Not Select the Most Stringent Technology for Controlling Fugitive VOC 
Emissions or Flaring Emissions and Did Not Explain This Decision. 

As explained above, IDEM is obligated to adopt the most stringent available control technologies 
that are achievable at the Refinery, or explain its decision to adopt less effective alternatives. 
IDEM has failed to adhere to these requirements. 

With respect to fugitive Volatile Organic Compound ("VOC") emissions, the most stringent 
available control technology is a combination of an enhanced Leak Detection and Repair program 
and Optical Gas Imaging technologies. Enhanced Leak Detection and Repair programs include 
lower leak thresholds, more frequent inspections, and quicker repair times for leaking 
components. Optical Gas Imaging also represents the state of the art technology for detecting 
leaking components. Together, enhanced Leak Detection and Repair Programs and Optical Gas 
Imaging indisputably provide the maximum degree of fugitive VOC reduction that is achievable at 
the Refinery. (multiple footnotes citing Sahu Comment 4, example b'i 

As for flaring emissions, the most stringent available control technology is flare gas recovery, 
which reutilizes flare gases in the refinery process or as fuel in order to minimize flaring emissions 
(foo!note ci!ing Sahu Comment 4, example a). 

Despite the fact that these technologies and programs are available for controlling fugitive VOC 
and flaring emissions from the Refinery, IDEM does not require the Refinery to apply these 
technologies and opts instead for outdated and less-effective alternatives. 

Critically, neither the Permit nor the technical support documents provide any reasoned 
justification for IDEM's decision to adopt less stringent pollution controls. Indeed, IDEM does not 
even include Optical Gas Imaging in its list of potential control technologies and simply proclaims 
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that BACT for fugitive VOCs emissions "shall be" the less-efficient, standard Leak Detection and 
Repair Program without Optical Gas Imaging. 

In addition, IDEM provides an entirely unreasonable explanation for its conclusion that flare gas 
recovery is not achievable for the Refinery and justifies its decision on a baseless assumption 
that flare gas recovery only applies to certain flares. IDEM's BACT analysis rejects flare gas 
recovery as "not a feasible option" on grounds that the Refinery's flares would "not operate 
constantly" and thus "there would not be anything to recover," but this conclusion relies entirely 
on the assumption that flare gas recovery is viable for only those flares that operate constantly. 
As Dr. Sahu notes, that assumption is "unsupported and, frankly, astounding." _ _(multiple footnoks 
citing Sahu Cornms,nt 4. example b'i 

Moreover, because almost every flare gas stream has hydrocarbons (which in turn have heating 
value as fuel), the Refinery would almost always have flare gas streams that could be reutilized. 
(footnote citing Sahu Comment 4, example b) 

Because IDEM has failed to provide any reasoned justification for its adoption of less stringent 
pollution controls, IDEM must require the Refinery to adopt enhanced Leak Detection and Repair 
and Optical Gas Imaging for its fugitive VOC emissions and flare gas recovery for its flaring 
emissions. IDEM's failure to do so renders the permit unlawful. 

IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 6: 

The source intends to utilize gas streams with recoverable value that could otherwise be 
discharged to a flare. Light hydrocarbon overhead from the VCC process is a carbon source for 
the steam hydrocarbon reforming reaction and fuel gas for the boiler and process heaters. The 
flares may be expected to operate only when processes will be incapable of recovering value 
from streams diverted to the flares. In that sense, then, IDEM, OAQ considers that the concept of 
"flare gas recovery" does not exist because streams with recoverable value are not discharged to 
a flare. 

IDEM. OAQ considers that the Leak Detection and Rep,air program itself is the control technology 
applicable to fugitive leaks from naives. pumps. and other components. Leak detection 
thresholds and work practices are specified by _i1_pplicable regulations, e.g .. 40 CFR 80, Subpait 
GGGa. See also, IDEM Response to Mr. David Bog~s Comment 3. 

I 
I 
! 
I 
I 

IDEM, OAQ considers that Optical Gas Imaging is an alternative work practice that is available to 
the source under the provisions of 40 CFR 60.18(g) through (i). See IDEM Response to EPA 
Permit Comment 18. I 

I 
I 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. ~-----------------'/ 

Earthjustice Comment 7: 

V. The Permit is Unlawful Because It Does Not Adequately Address Emissions from Flares. 

As detailed above, operating permits issued in Indiana must comply with "all applicable 

I 
! 
! 

requirements" of Title V of the Clean Air Act, the Prevention of Significant Deterioration program, / 
and the Indiana Plan. These requirements include emission limitations, monitoring, / 
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements. Pursuant to both federal and state law, IDEM is only / 
authorized to issue permits to sources that "will not cause, or contribute to, air pollution in excess / 
of any ... maximum allowable increase or maximum allowable concentration for any pollutant" or ,/ 
any National Ambient Air Quality Standard. That means IDEM can issue permits only if they 
contain emissions limitations and other requirements that ensure compliance with state and / 
federal laws. / 

~--------------------------------

With respect to flaring emissions, federal and state law require sources to comply with certain 
reporting requirements. Specifically, federal New Source Performance Standards and Indiana law 
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require petroleum refineries constructed after May 14, 2007 to "report excess emissions [from 
flares] no less frequently than quarterly "unless a "permit specifies or a rule requires more 
frequent reports." In order to implement these reporting requirements, the federal standards 
empower IDEM to determine on a case-by-case basis whether "more frequent reporting is 
necessary to accurately assess the compliance status of the source." 

If built, the Refinery would have three flares servicing overpressure, two of which will also service 
emergency relief from the Refinery's VEBA Cambi Cracking and Sulfur Recovery units. The 
permit sets emissions limit for all three flares that are achievable only if the overpressure and 
emergency relief events occur in infrequent, emergency-like situations. For example, the permit 
sets flaring emissions levels based on the assumption that the flares will process certain streams 
only once or twice-or at most, six times-per year for a limited number of hours. IDEM also 
makes assumptions about the flow rate of the flares and the flare gas properties of the flares. 

in addition, the permit's emissions limits for flares are based upon inaccurate air quality modeling 
data that omits critical emissions data for start-up, shutdown, and malfunction events at the 
Refinery. IDEM's modeling data reveals that the agency modeled S02 emissions from the 
Refinery's flares, but not NOx or carbon monoxide emissions. This is a significant oversight, and 
a violation of federal air quality monitoring regulations, because the Refinery's flares will emit NOx 

and carbon monoxide during start-up.~-----------------------· 

Compounding concerns with the permit's flawed assessment of the Refinery's flaring events, the 
Permit also does not require the Refinery to report emissions exceedances from these flares 
more frequently than quarterly. 

IDEM's assumptions regarding the annual number of flaring events at the Refinery and the 
resulting emissions are unsupported. Indeed, as Dr. Sahu notes, it is "simply impossible to 
reconcile the lack of design detail [for the Refinery] with the highly detailed assumptions on flare 
gases used by IDEM in its emissions calculations and modeling." What is more, IDEM's quarterly 
reporting schedule for excess flaring emissions would preclude IDEM from correcting its baseless 
assumptions about the Refinery's flaring events and instituting the necessary pollution controls 
until it is too late to prevent or mitigate unauthorized flaring events. (multiple foo!notes citing Sahu 
Comment 2, example i) 

Unless IDEM makes a more reasonable and supported estimate of the likely number of annual 
flaring events from the Refinery, IDEM cannot satisfy its obligation to ensure the Refinery will 
comply with state and federal laws. IDEM must revise its estimates of flaring scenarios based on 
the Refinery's design specifications if and when those specifications exist Only then can IDEM 
properly asses the flares' emissions potential and determine what pollution controls are 
necessary. IDEM also must require the Refinery to submit reports on excess emissions more 
frequently than quarterly so that IDEM can ensure "continuous compliance" with the Refinery's 
permitted emissions limits for its flares. Without making these changes, neither IDEM nor the 
public can be certain that the Refinery will not violate air quality standards. Therefore, issuing the 
permit is a violation of the Clean Air Act118 and the Indiana Plan.------------~ 

It is worth noting that continuous, unauthorized flaring is a practice that refineries frequently use 
to avoid pollution control requirements. Indeed, EPA has singled out petroleum refineries as 
sources that frequently violate new source performance standards for their "routine reliance on 
flaring to control" emissions. Even the Applicant and IDEM have expressed concerns about the 
Refinery's ability to use its flares for only infrequent emissions relief. Sustained, unauthorized 
flaring events can have profound environmental and public health consequences. 

Given the frequency and risks of unauthorized flaring, and the Applicant's and IDEM's knowledge 
that such events are likely to happen, IDEM's failure to require the Refinery to report excess 
flaring emissions more frequently than once a quarter is an "abuse of discretion" under Ind. Code 
Ann.§ 4-21.5-5-14 in addition to the aforementioned violations of federal and state air quality 
laws. The Permit's existing reporting schedule would prevent IDEM from discovering excess 
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flaring emissions until long after those excess emissions have polluted the surrounding 
community. 

IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 7: 

The comrnenters are generally correct in the broad observation that IDEM may issue perrnits to 
sources "that 'v,111 no! cause, or contribute to, air pollution in excess of any ... maximum 
allowable increase or maximum allowable concentration for any pollutant' or any National 
Ambient Air Qua lily Standard". The Air Quality Analysis shows !hat the source. with the 
;,missions limitations and othN mguiremenls of the permit, will not contribute lo a violation of the 
NAAQS or lhe PSD increment Se;, Appendix C of this ATSD for the revised Air Qua lily Analysis 
in its entirety, 

IDEM, OAQ does not agree with the commenter's'. statements that emissions limits for flares are 
based on inaccurate air quality modeling data and that assumptions about the annual nurnber of 
flaring events are unsupported. Modeling of flare emissions is discussed in Section C and 
,1-\ppendix A of the Air Quality Analysis (Appendix C to this ATSD) and in IDEM Response to EPA 
Modeling Comment 1, above. Modeling ofl_b_~ __ flare emissions. expressly including SO,, ___ f\l_QJ<_, 
and CO in flaring situations. is based on the best available information about the number of 
events and the characteristics of the gas streams that may be flared. Alternativs,s presented in 
,1-\ppendix A of th,, Air Quality Analysis are worst case scenarios among stari-up shutdown and 
malhmdion conditions. As is explained in Section C of the Air Quality Analysis. the highest 
hourly rate 1rvas modeled for each hour over the 5 years of meteorological data. IDEM, OAQ 
considers therefore that the provisions of the permit are sufficient to dernonstrate that the source 
will not cause or contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. See 
it\ppendix C of this ATSO for the revised Air Quality Analysis in its entirety. 

IDEM, OAQ considers the commenter's' statements about flaring as a practice and the likelihood 
of unauthorized flaring to be bl-fl-Sl.!JS)j2H,ei,,0not representative of Riverview Energy Corporation. 
The Enforcem,rnt Alert (published October 2000) cited by th,, commenkrs goes on to elk 
"(a)deguate capacity at the back end of the refinery to process acid gas" as a good pollution 
control practice. IDEM notes that the sulfur recovery units planned are, in cornbination, 40'1/o over 
!he expected acid gas production based on specifications for incorning coal. 

IDEM. OAQ considers the estimate of annual flare events at the source to be reasonable and 
,;_l!pported by design and operations experience in the petroleum refining industry. Chanqes in 
the facility design or method of ops,ralion that increase lhe potential lo ;,mil are subiect to source 
modification prnvisions of 326 IAC 2-7-10.5 and permit modification requirements at 326 IAC 2-7-
·12. Changes may also be subiect lo lhe PSD modification provisions in 326 IAC 2-2. 

Under 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja, the source is required to develop and irnplement a flare 
management plan including, for example, procedures to minimize or eliminate discharges to the 
flare during the planned startup and shutdown of the refinery process units. The requirement for 
quarterly reporting is consistent with requirements applicable to other sources, including oil 
refineries. In the absence of demonstrated need or any other benefit, a requirement for monthly 
reporting would be an abuse of discretion. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Earthjustice Comment 8: 

VI. The Permit Is Unlawful Because Its Issuance Violated Public Participation Requirements. 

Indiana regulations require IDEM to provide the public with "information sufficient to notify the 
public as to the emissions implications" of an air permit prior to issuing that permit. For the many 
reasons identified in these comments, including (among others) missing plant information and 
erroneous calculations, the "emission implications" of the Refinery are not clear. Therefore, the 
perrnit should be withdrawn until the public is notified. 
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Additionally, IDEM has not fully responded to the commenting organizations' records requests. 
The commenting organizations filed requests regarding the Riverview Energy Corporation on 
June 19, 2018 and November 14, 2018 (Attachments C and D). While IDEM has posted some 
documents regarding the Refinery to the Virtual File Cabinet, IDEM has never sent requestors a 
complete response or a description of documents withheld. Further, as we noted in our letter to 
IDEM of November 21, 2018: 

:'[N]o notes, including from meetings and telephone calls, have been posted in the Virtual 
File Cabinet, despite the fact that IDEM has been preparing the proposed permit and 
other documents throughout 2018, and has been in contact with representatives of 
Riverview Energy Corporation during that time. By this omission, and possibly others, 
IDEM fails to respond to our request. IDEM's omission impairs our ability to gather 
information regarding the basis for IDEM's action that is necessary to fully prepare our 
comments on the proposed permit.~ 

Attachment E of our letter requested that IDEM: (1) provide a complete and final response to our 
requests, including a full description of each document withheld, if any; (2) for any documents 
(including but not limited to notes) responsive to our request that had not yet be en posted in the 
Virtual File Cabinet, provide these documents or post them in the Virtual File Cabinet; (3) extend 
the comment period on the permit by 20 days from (a) the date a complete and final response to 
our request is provided, or (b) the date the last document is provided or posted, whichever is 
later. 

On November 15, 2018, we received a communication from IDEM suggesting that we submit 
detailed search terms for an e-mail search in response to our records request We submitted 
such search terms by letter to IDEM dated November 21, 2018. However, we have not received a 
response to our two letters dated November 21, 2018, nor, as noted above, a complete response 
to our records requests of June 19, 2018 or November 15, 2018. 

Finally, IDEM updated its air quality monitoring analysis of PM-10 after the start of the public 
comment period and has failed to make the corresponding data publicly available (footnote citing 
Gebhart Comment 14). Thus, IDEM has not provided sufficient information to the public 
regarding the emissions implications of the Refinery.~---------------~· 

For these reasons, the permit should be withdrawn until IDEM discharges its duty to notify the 
public of its emissions implications in accordance with Title 326 of the Indiana Code. The 
commenting organizations reserve the right to supplement our comments if IDEM responds to our 
record requests in compliance with its obligations under Indiana's Code. 

IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 8: 

The draft PSD/New Source Review and Part 70 Operating Permit complies with the public 
participation requirements at 326 IAC 2-1.1-6, 326 IAC 2-2-15, and 326 IAC 2-7-17. In its records 
request response tendered on September 5, 2018, IDEM directed the commenter~ to responsive 
documents on IDEM's Virtual File Cabinet (VFC), and further provided a Sharepoint hyperlink ([ 
HYPERLINK "https://ingov-
my .share point.co mi :f:/g/ personal/dschilli_ide m_in_gov /Eqf6wk61 d BN LiQQO I MJ pEgcBc9S Duli NT 
JVpom4fsMefOQ?e=kc3aV2"]) hosting certain modeling files that are not housed on VFC. IDEM 
also notified the requester that it was adding documents, including correspondence with the 
applicant, to the VFC on a weekly basis. To the extent that the commenter§ requests that IDEM 
extend the comment period until IDEM has completed responding to all of the commenter'-s'. 
records requests, neither the Access to Public Records Act (APRA) nor the permit regulations 
require IDEM to complete records requests within the timeframe for public comment on a 
particular permit. APRA requires a state agency such as IDEM to respond to public records 
requests within a reasonable time. Also, the voluminous materials contained on the VFC and 
Sharepoint during the public comment period provide sufficient information to allow for public 
participation in the permit review process. 
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The commenters appear to conflate their public records request v1,ith the issue of updates to PM10 
modeling. As noted in IDE.M Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comm,rnts 4 and 14, the source 
has correded and updated information for PM10 modeling. As new material has been provided or 
developed. IDEM has added files to !he Sharepoint hyperlink cited above. Therefore, IDEM. 
OAQ considers the commenters' claim !ha!" .. IDEM has no! provided sufficient information to !he 
public ... " lo be incorrect. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Earthjustice Comment 9: 

VIL The Permit Is Unlawful Because It Allows the Refinery to Emit Pollution That Will Injure 
the Public Health and Welfare. 

IDEM ignores the fact that the Refinery will produce odor, noise, and other pollutants that will 
injure residents' health and welfare, and incorrectly states in its public notice that it "does not 
have legal authority to regulate ... odor or noise." 

Indiana law prohibits "nuisances," which are "[w]hatever is injurious to health; indecent; offensive 
to the senses; or an obstruction to the free use of property; so as essentially to interfere with the 
comfortable enjoyment of life or property." Businesses that subject neighbors to odors or 
hazardous air pollutants can be liable for nuisance. This is true even if those businesses conduct 
their operations in accordance with regulations. 

Just as regulators cannot excuse nuisances, IDEM also cannot issue air permits that will create a 
nuisance. A key purpose of Indiana's environmental laws is to maintain Indiana's air quality 
"consistent with protection of the public health and welfare and the public enjoyment of the air 
resource, physical property and other resources." In furtherance of this goal, Indiana law 
prohibits any person from emitting or threatening to emit "any contaminant or waste, including any 
noxious odor" into the air "in any form that causes or would cause pollution that violates or would 
violate rules, standards, or ... emission requirements" contained in environmental regulations. 
Environmental regulations prohibit IDEM from issuing permits unless those permits contain 
emissions limitations that assure "the public health will be protected." Contrary to !OEM's claim, 
then, IDEM is obligated to regulate odor, noise, and other emissions in the process of issuing an 
air permit when the permitted source will cause emissions that injure public health or otherwise 
undermine the public's welfare and enjoyment of natural resources. 

Despite its obligation, IDEM entirely failed to consider how the odor, noise, and toxic pollution 
from the Refinery would injure nearby residents. The permit currently allows the Refinery to emit 
roughly 60 tons per year of hazardous air pollutants ("HAPs"), including carcinogenic substances 
like polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and benzene. The permit also allows the Refinery to emit 
five tons of hydrogen sulfide per year, which is an "extremely hazardous gas" that produces a 
"rotten egg" smell and significant health effects. On top of that, the permit approves significant 
increases in local truck traffic, which will churn up dust and cause substantial, near-continuous 
noise. 

This noise, odor, and hazardous air pollution will be emitted within feet of Dale residents' 
doorsteps, subjecting residents to an onslaught of emissions that will injure their health and 
interfere with the enjoyment of the environment. Because the permit allows the Refinery to emit 
these pollutants, it does not contain the requisite emissions limits to ensure "the public health will 
be protected" and therefore is unlawful under Title 326, Article 2 of Indiana's Administrative Code. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

One of the Indiana environmental laws referenced by the commenter§' is codified under Indiana 
Code IC 13-30-2-1 (Specific acts prohibited). Pursuant to IC 13-30-2-1, 

IC 13-30-2-1 Specific acts prohibited 
Sec. 1. A person may not do any of the following: 

(1) Discharge, emit, cause, allow, or threaten to discharge, emit, cause, or allow any 
contaminant or waste, including any noxious odor, either alone or in combination with 
contaminants from other sources, into: 
(A) the environment; or 
(B) any publicly owned treatment works; 
in any form that causes or would cause pollution that violates or would violate rules, 
standards, or discharge or emission requirements adopted by the board under the 
environmental management laws. 

The draft permit contains all health-based and technology-based standards established by the 
U.S. EPA and the Indiana Environmental Rules Board, which will limit the amount of emissions 
from the facility to the very lowest level allowed by law. In addition, IDEM, OAQ performed an air 
quality analysis for this proposed facility that concluded that the proposed facility will not pose a 
threat to public health or the environment (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised air quality 
analysis in its entirety). If the information provided by the applicant in an air permit application 
indicates that that the Permittee will be able to comply with all permit requirements, IDEM is 
required by law to issue the air permit 

There are nuisance laws in Indiana that are both public and private. IC 16-20-1-25 provides: 

"A person shall not institute, permit, or maintain any conditions that may transmit, generate, or 
promote disease. A health officer, upon hearing of the existence of such unlawful conditions 
within the officer's jurisdiction, shall order the abatement of those conditions. The order must: be 
in writing if demanded; specify the conditions that may transmit disease; and name the shortest 
reasonable time for abatement. If a person refuses or neglects to obey an order issued under this 
section, the attorney representing the county of the health jurisdiction where the offense occurs 
shall, upon receiving the information from the health officer, institute proceedings in the courts for 
enforcement. An order may be enforced by injunction. If the action concerning public health is a 
criminal offense, a law enforcement authority with jurisdiction over the place where the offense 
occurred shall be notified." 

Pursuant to the above statute in conjunction with IC 16-20-1-26, if the Permittee creates a 
situation that promotes disease, a local health officer may issue an order for abatement, and if not 
complied with may seek to have the order enforced in the appropriate circuit or superior court in 
Indiana. 

Private Indiana nuisance law is codified under Indiana Code IC 32-30-6 (Chapter 6. Nuisance 
Actions). Under IC 32-30-6-6, "Nuisance described and considered subject to an action" is 
defined. Under IC 32-30-6-7, any person whose property is injuriously affected or whose 
personal enjoyment is lessened by a nuisance can bring an action to abate or enjoin the 
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nuisance. Indiana nuisance law does not require IDEM, OAQ to make a determination whether a 
source could be a "nuisance" as defined by IC 32-30-6, and does not authorize IDEM, OAQ to 
deny an air permit based on a determination of possible future nuisance. 

Air pollution control laws are contained under Indiana Code IC 13-17. As specified under IC 13-
17-1-1 (Purpose; air resource purity), "it is the intent and purpose of air pollution control laws to 
maintain the purity of the air resource of Indiana, which shall be consistent with protection of the 
public health and welfare and the public enjoyment of the air resource, physical property and 
other resources, flora and fauna, maximum employment, and full industrial development of 
Indiana. The board and the department shall safeguard the air resource through the prevention, 
abatement, and control of air pollution by all practical and economically feasible methods." 

IDEM's mission is to implement federal and state regulations to protect human health and the 
environment while allowing for environmentally sound operations of industrial, agricultural, 
commercial, and government activities vital to a prosperous economy. 

This proposed permit for Riverview Energy Corporation is protective of human health and the 
environment and will allow for environmentally sound operations that may support a prosperous 
economy. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Earthjustice Comment 10: 

VIII. The Refinery Qualifies as a Petroleum Refinery, Contrary to the Applicant's Claims. 

IDEM has categorized correctly the Refinery as a petroleum refinery, despite the Applicant's 
contrary claims in the decision-making record. Pursuant to federal New Source Performance 
Standards, a "petroleum refinery" is "any facility engaged in producing gasoline, kerosene, 
distillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, or other products through distillation of petroleum 
or through redistillation, cracking or reforming of unfinished petroleum derivatives." Naphtha and 
vacuum gas oil are both considered unfinished petroleum derivatives. The Refinery will "hydro
crack" vacuum gas oil in its VEBA Combi Cracking unit to produce naphtha and diesel products, 
and therefore will create products through the cracking of a petroleum derivative. Because the 
Applicant's VEBA Combi Cracking technology renders the Refinery a petroleum refinery under 
federal regulations, any subsequent permits must retain the provisions in the draft permit that 
require compliance with the federal standards for petroleum refineries. 

IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 10: 

The commenters appear to refer to a characterization of the source in the original permit 
application as in the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code 2999, products of petroleum 
and coal, not elsewhere classified. Some confusion about SIC codes is understandable because 
the system was replaced by the North American Industrial Classification System in 1987 and the 
SIC code manual has not been updated since that year. Several agencies, however, including 
OSHA, SEC, and EPA continue to use the SIC code. 

The commenters' oll'm iustification for claiming that the source is a pdroleum refin,,ry hinges on 
an observation that the VCC process \'Viii hydro·-crack vacuum gas oil, which the commen!ers 
describe as a petroleum derivative. IDEM, OAQ has made a determination that !he source's 
products meet the NSPS definition of petroleum: "(T)he crude oil removed from the earth and the 
oils derived from tar sands shale and coal." However. the SIC code definition does not include 
the extension to derived oils and from that point of view therefore, the source was not without 
iustification for considering that vacuum gas oil produced from coal and the products derived from 
cracking th,, \!GO were not pdroleum. 

IDEM, OAQ suggested rather early in the permitting process that the SIC code 2911, petroleum 
refineries, may be more appropriate than the applicant"s choice, and more significantly, that the 
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source clearly was a petroleum refinery as the term is defined in Standards of Performance for 
New Stationary Sources (commonly called NSPS, 40 CFR 60) and National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP, 40 CFR 63). While an April 14, 2018 email from Mr. 
Gregory Merle, Riverview Energy Corporation, continued to challenge the determination that the 
source is a "petroleum refinery", the source acknowledged its intention of complying with the 
requirements of 40 CFR 60, Subparts Ja and GGGa, NSPS applicable to petroleum refineries. 
The source has not challenged any determinations IDEM, OAQ made regarding Subparts Ja and 
GGGa, or determinations about the applicability of NESHAPs that apply to petroleum refineries, 
including 40 CFR 63, Subparts CC and UUU. 

IDEM, OAQ will retain requirements of the NSPS and NESHAP in the permit as long as the 
source is subject to the provisions of those regulations. No changes were made as a result of 
this comment 

Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December, 2018, Dr. Ranajit Sahu, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. Dr. Sahu's comments were included as an attachment to the 
comments submitted by Earthjustice, et al. 

Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 1: 

While it may seem like an obvious statement, key items noted above, including the emissions 
estimates and source characteristics are completely dependent on the design of the facility: 
including the facility layout; the sizes of various equipment proposed at the facility; the 
compositions of many of the underlying process streams; the count of various fugitive volatile 
organic compound (VOC) release points; operational details which, in turn, drive emissions due to 
flaring; and individual source characteristics such as release heights, temperatures, velocities, 
etc. Thus, if the facility design is not complete or stable - i.e., it might change in the future before 
the plant is actually constructed - current estimates of emissions and source characteristics will 
also change, rendering the analyses supporting permit issuance obsolete. 

Unfortunately, a review of the record makes it clear that the facility's design is far from complete -
thus, making it more than likely that what is being proposed in the permit will, in all likelihood not 
be what is actually constructed once additional engineering design, equipment selection, and 
equipment procurement are completed. It is not enough therefore to simply rely on a very 
preliminary version of the design, often just conceptual, as a basis for the permit, as is the 
present case. 

I present examples below confirming that the facility design is not mature enough to support the 
permit and its underlying analyses - especially when predicted air impacts are barely below 
applicable thresholds. As noted above, it is entirely likely that if the analyses are done after facility 
design is completed that the impacts would be greater than certain applicable thresholds. Of 
course, additional technical deficiencies, which I discuss below, further undermine confidence in 
the supporting analyses. 

[Example~{a~)------------------------------~ 

From a March 28, 2018 email from KBR [REC's consultant], discussing coal piles: 

"The modeling of fugitive PM from the coal stacks was proposed in our Modeling 
Protocol provided to IDEM as a "volume source" for analyses and diameter is not 
an input for those dispersion calculations. Note there are other designs which 
could reduce the diameter of each circle further, which will be evaluated during 
later engineering phases. Thus consider the circles as "indicative" for any general 
discussion of size of coal storage." (emphasis added) 
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'While detailed engineering or equipment procurement for the Riverview plant 
has not been initiated, I assume a vertical mill with a static classifier could be 
specified as a 3rd party engineered package unit for the coal size reduction 
process." (emphasis added) 

"It should be noted that the fine and coarse additives can be a variety of 
materials, as may be discovered in open literature, see attached patent. The 
definition of the best fine and coarse additives to be used at the RiverviewVCC 
will be established during later engineering studies. As fine additive may be the 
same material as coarse additive, i.e., only differing in size distribution, a 'Fine 
Additive Production System' package was provided in the scope as backup for 
separate direct delivery. This 3rd party engineered package unit is currently 
envisioned to have an independent emission point for intermittent startup and 
shutdown service, however it should be able to be controlled during normal 
operations by the additive transfer baghouse (an edit is needed to the Block Flow 
Diagram)." (emphasis added) 

By its own admission above, some two months after the late-January 2018 submission of the 
permit application, KBR notes that detailed engineering has not been initiated. 

Example (c) 

From a March 29, 2018 email from KBR: 

"One (1) burner, identified as A-602a burner, combusting acid gas and natural 
gas. [SAL [Steven A Lang] Comment: Depending on expected supplier offering 
there will be one burner. however there could be multiple burners, one for start
up heating on natural gas and one for normal firing of the SRU's H2S/H2O 
gaseous feed.]" (emphasis added) 

Example (d) 

From a May 7, 2018 email from KBR: 

"Please note that at the present stage of engineering for the OCH Facility, there 
are preferred equipment suppliers, i.e., those whom have supplied information 
and aided in Riverview's 'project definition,' but none have been selected. Formal 
engineering and procurement activities to solicit multiple equipment bids and 
supporting the next refined level of project scope and cost estimation will be 
initiated in the next phase of engineering." (emphasis added) 

Example (e) 

From a May 9, 2018 email from KBR: 

"In regard to Q7, addressing cooling tower issues, I must first note that the 
cooling tower makeup supply is not likely to be entirely fresh Ohio River water. 
There may be both lower and higher TDS content streams recycled to the cooling 
tower as makeup, i.e., from Block 6500 Water Supply and Treatment and 
perhaps from Block 8000 NPDES Wastewater Facilities which will impact water 
usage and disposal. Also. at this time the cooling water treatment program is not 
defined and it will add to TDS levels in the cooling tower as well." (emphasis 
added) 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Example (f) 

From the June 2018 Modeling Protocol (p. 14): 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

"A list of buildings, large tanks, and other major structures which will be modeled 
and assessed for downvvash effects is given in Attachment G; modeled input is 
based on available definition of each structure's physical parameters at the time 
of permit application drafting." (emphasis added) 

The above statement rightly recognizes that all of the information relied upon in the modeling can 
change - once detailed engineering, equipment procurement, etc., are conducted. 

Example (g) 

Footnote 4 to the updated Table 1 Emissions Inventory sent from KBR to IDEM on June 4, 2018 
states: 

"Hydrogen plant emission information has been provided by an outside vendor, 
based upon vendor's initial conceptual approach. Discussion regarding hydrogen 
plant design are not finalized." (emphasis added) 

Table 1 itself is titled as "Preliminary." I note that the permit application had been submitted to 
IDEM by KBR in late January 2018. 

Example (h) 

Footnote 8 to the updated Table 1 Emissions Inventory sent from KBR to IDEM on June 4, 2018 
states: 

"Emissions estimates utilize AP-42 emission factors extensively. These factors 
provide conservatively high emissions estimates that will be refined with vendor 
information as it becomes available." (emphasis added) 

Setting aside the fact that the characterization of AP-42 emission factors in footnote 8 above is 
flat wrong (i.e., that they provide "conservatively high emissions estimates"), it is clear that even 
as late as June 2018, actual emissions data for the processes at the proposed plant were not 
available from vendor(s). 

Example (i) 

IDEM asked the following to KBR on July 2, 2018: 

"Steve's March 29 email about the sulfur recovery units indicated that the burner 
arrangement in the acid gas furnace stage was not finalized at that time. Can you 
provide capacities for the startup heating burner now? Will there be any capacity 
for firing natural gas during normal operations and if so, what is that expected to 
be?" 

KBR's Mr. Lang, reply included the statement that: 

"[T]he firing rates will have to come from the vendor/supplier or I will have to 
calculate or try to find a default value from other similar proiects ." 

Clearly, KBR's statement above confirms that the answers to IDEM's questions were not 
available because vendor selection had not been completed by July 2018 even though the permit 
application had been submitted by KBR to IDEM in late January 2018. 
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"At this stage of the project we do not have a good estimate of expected flare 
events such as startups, shutdowns, etc., however we are developing a default 
basis, using the attached template which will be revised in later phases of 
engineering. Any comments or suggestions on the format are welcome." 
(emphasis added) 

The above statement regarding flaring is particularly instructive. While KBR later provided a 
laundry list of potential flaring scenarios, some of which were modeled by IDEM, it is clear that 
the underlying bases of almost all of the flaring scenarios are nothing more than guesswork, 
given the preliminary process design used in the permit application. 

In sum, on this point and based on the examples provided above, it is inarguable that important 
and central aspects of the permit such as emissions estimates and air dispersion modeling, which 
have been used as the basis of permit issuance, simply cannot be relied upon. 

IDEM Response to Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 1: 

IDEM. OAQ considers example (al moo! because the source has chosen to use enclosed storage 
for coal instead of open piles. 

IDEM, OAQ considers this--the balance of this comment to be lhe-same-a-sincorporated in 
Earth justice Comment 1. See I DEM Response to Earth justice Comment 1. 

Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 2: 

Here again, I provide examples of technical deficiencies rather than an exhaustive list of each 
and every deficiency. 

Example (a) 

IDEM's TSO Appendix A Emissions Summary (page 2 of 43 - "PTE After Controls") shows that 
the facility's annual PM, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions, excluding fugitives, are, respectively, 53.04 
tons/year, 66.51 tons/year, and 66.03 tons/year. 

PM10 and PM2.5 are, respectively, the mass fractions of overall PM emissions, with sizes below 
10 and 2.5 microns. Therefore, PM10 and PM2.5 mass cannot exceed the PM mass. 

Example (b) 

Comparing IDEM's Appendix A Emissions Summary provided on pages 1 of 43 (Uncontrolled 
PTE) and 2 of 43 (Controlled PTE), SO2 PTE emissions are estimated to be 208.2 tons/year for 
the uncontrolled case and 225.13 tons/year for the controlled case. How can uncontrolled PTE 
emissions be smaller than controlled PTE emissions? Again, on its face this makes no sense. 

Example (c) 

Greenhouse gas (CO2, CH4, and N2O) emissions are estimated from various combustion (and 
fugitive VOC) processes. As is customary, the collective emissions as CO2-equivalent (or CO2e) 
are then estimated using the so-called Global Warming Potentials (GWP) for CH4 and N2O (the 
CO2 GWP is assumed to be 1). 

In all cases, the emissions calculations (see, for example, TSP Appendix A page 12 of 43), 
assume that the GWP of CH4 is 25 and for N2O is 298. These are 100-year GWP values and 
they are outdated. 
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First, I note that these are now outdated values since they are based on older assessments of 
climate science by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Second, I note that 
these are the so-called 100-year GWP values, although there is literally no mention or discussion 
of this. GWP values depend on the future time horizon of interest - typically either 20 or 100 
years. Recent consensus GWP values for CH4 are different: 34 (100-year) and 86 (20-year). 

Given the short half-life of methane as compared to CO2, GHG C02e emissions should be 
calculated on both a short-term (i.e., 20-year) as well as a long-term (100-year) basis, using the 
current and not older values of the respective GWP. 

Example (d) 

The emission calculations (whether by KBR in its application or by IDEM in its TSO, Appendix A) 
rely, on many occasions, on AP-42 as the source of emission factors. As noted earlier, KBR 
seems to think that using AP-42 emission factors results in conservative (i.e., higher) estimates of 
emissions. 

They are mistaken. There are at least two major problems with using AP-42 inappropriately as 
has been done in the proposed permit action, discussed below. 

First, AP-42 emission factors are inappropriate for developing PTE estimates, since PTE, by 
design, is supposed to represent the "potential" or high-end emission estimate value while AP-42 
emission factors represent "average" and not maximum emission rates. AP-42 makes this very 
clear: 

"In most cases, these factors are simply averages of all available data of 
acceptable quality, and are generally assumed to be representative of long-term 
averages for all facilities in the source category (i.e., a population average)." 
(emphasis added) 

"Emission factor ratings in AP-42 (discussed below) provide indications of the 
robustness, or appropriateness, of emission factors for estimating average 
emissions for a source activity." (emphasis added) 

Thus, in each instance that REC's or IDEM's PTE calculations rely on AP-42 emission factors, 
they are simply wrong and the resultant PTE emissions (all other criticisms aside) are 
underestimates. This has material consequences, especially for estimating short-term impacts. 
For example, NOx emissions, when underestimated, result in underestimated 1-hour NOx 
modeled impacts from the facility, etc. Again, exceeding such impacts will require better and more 
stringent controls to limit short term NOx emissions, which have not been discussed in the record. 

Clearly, KBR's statement earlier that use of AP-42 results in conservative emissions estimates 
has no basis in fact. In fact, it is the opposite when AP-42 is used to calculate PTE values. 

Second, neither the KBR nor IDEM emissions calculations mention or discuss the reliability (i.e., 
accuracy) of AP-42 emission factors. AP-42 uses a rating system, quoted below, to provide the 
user with a sense of how accurate a particular emission factor is: 

"Each AP-42 emission factor is given a rating from A through E, with A being the 
best A factor's rating is a general indication of the reliability, or robustness, of 
that factor. This rating is assigned based on the estimated reliability of the tests 
used to develop the factor and on both the amount and the representative 
characteristics of those data. In general, factors based on many observations, or 
on more widely accepted test procedures, are assigned higher rankings. 
Conversely, a factor based on a single observation of questionable quality, or 
one extrapolated from another factor for a similar process, would probably be 
rated much lower. .. 
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The AP-42 emission factor rating is an overall assessment of how good a factor 
is, based on both the quality of the test(s) or information that is the source of the 
factor and on how well the factor represents the emission source. Higher ratings 
are for factors based on many unbiased observations, or on widely accepted test 
procedures. For example, ten or more source tests on different randomly 
selected plants would likely be assigned an "A" rating if all tests are conducted 
using a single valid reference measurement method. Likewise, a single 
observation based on questionable methods of testing would be assigned an "E", 
and a factor extrapolated from higher-rated factors for similar processes would 
be assigned a "D" or an "E". 

AP-42 emission factor quality ratings are thus assigned: 

A - Excellent. Factor is developed from A- and B-rated source test data taken 
from many randomly chosen facilities in the industry population. The source 
category population is sufficiently specific to minimize variability. 

B - Above average. Factor is developed from A- or B-rated test data from a 
"reasonable number" of facilities. Although no specific bias is evident, it is not 
clear if the facilities tested represent a random sample of the industry. As with an 
A rating, the source category population is sufficiently specific to minimize 
variability. 

C - Average. Factor is developed from A-, B-, and/or C-rated test data from a 
reasonable number of facilities. Although no specific bias is evident, it is not clear 
if the facilities tested represent a random sample of the industry. As with the A 
rating, the source category population is sufficiently specific to minimize 
variability. 

D - Below average. Factor is developed from A-, B- and/or C-rated test data 
from a small number of facilities, and there may be reason to suspect that these 
facilities do not represent a random sample of the industry. There also may be 
evidence of variability within the source population. 

E - Poor. Factor is developed from C- and D-rated test data, and there may be 
reason to suspect that the facilities tested do not represent a random sample of 
the industry. There also may be evidence of variability within the source category 
population." 

Note, in particular, the very poor reliabilities of "D" and "E" rated factors. 

Consider IDEM's TSO Appendix A calculations, for example, for all combustion equipment. 
These include: the coal dryer heater (p. 12/43); feed heater and fractionation heater (p. 17/43); 
treat gas heater and vacuum column feed heater (p. 18/43); natural gas combustion in the flare 
pilots (p. 22/43 and p. 25/43); and boiler (p. 29/43). For each of these sources, IDEM relied on 
AP-42 emission factors for criteria pollutants and hazardous air pollutants (HAP). The TSO 
Appendix A calculations pages in each instance reference AP-42, Chapter 1 .4 [for Natural Gas 
combustion], Tables 1.4-1, 1.4-2, and 1.4-3, as well as metal HAP emission factors in Table 1 .4-
4. I show, in Attachment B, these very tables relied upon by IDEM, taken directly from AP-42, 
Section 1 .4. In Attachment B (not included in this ATSD), I have highlighted the emission factor 
ratings for most of the pollutants - and they are generally rated at C, D, or E - indicating little to no 
accuracy. 

Yet, without commentary, KBR and IDEM have used these poor/useless emission factors to 
estimate PTE emissions, no less, and then used those emission estimates as input to the air 
dispersion modeling. 
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There is simply no reason to believe that the air dispersion modeling results are at all reliable. 

Example (e) 

Similar to the inappropriateness of using average emission factors (of little reliability) to estimate 
PTE emissions, as discussed above, the KBR and IDEM calculations make the same error in 
estimating fugitive voe emissions. I note that 176.22 tons/year of controlled "PTE" emissions are 
attributed to fugitive leaks by IDEM - not an insignificant portion of the overall 484 tons/year 
overall facility voe emissions for this controlled PTE case. Details of the emission calculations 
are provided on page 40/43 of the TSO, Appendix A. The source of the emission factors is stated 
as "Emission factor source Protocol for Equipment Leak Emission Estimates, EPA-453/R-95-017, 
November 1995), Table 2-2 (Refinery), except as noted." I have excerpted this table below for 
ease of reference. 

ti½)ht. l iq:c._U.d. 
fr:::·~"3: ~r/ : :... ..,~ q ::;.;: 

First, a simple comparison of the emission factors noted in the referenced table above with those 
used in the IDEM calculations (excerpted below from page 40/43 of the TSO Appendix A) shows 
that they are identical. 

Second, as noted in the very title of the referenced document table above, these are ALL average 
emission factors - confirming that their use in estimating voe PTE emissions is simply wrong. 

Fqp:r# 
EqutrnH~! 

Example (f) 

F.:.::/i:<.J•. 
~•:):·K:i:::· 
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Sticking to the VOC emission estimate from leaking fugitives, IDEM compounds its error in 
calculating the PTE by using control efficiencies (likely due to the assumed effectiveness of a 
Leak Detection and Repair (LOAR) program proposed as BACT for these fugitive components), 
as follows: 

t, lJQC 

F•,Jibi, 
r.:~~::.~i Nf::M 

:/,.tJ%:: i~~~ F·-rxet:s i 

O~\tr:::i~ l 

(:<::nt:t::~ 

,__,,._~ N_~i_:t::.;,.J~c;,.;.;,.tc;,.4'.;c~_n.;,.r~.;,.0· _\~-"<J.;;.C.;,.}---i,f:?md~~:ftC/ 

(lQ1$ 1(K% 

IDEM states that the control efficiency values are taken from Tables 5-1 and 5-3 of EPA's 1995 
document I reference above. However, IDEM does not consider the considerable caveats in the 
EPA document, footnoted in each of the tables it relies upon. For example, in Table 5-3 in this 
reference, EPA notes that it has no available data to estimate the control effectiveness for 
connectors while still arriving at a numerical value of control effectiveness. Similarly, Table 5-1 
states that control effectiveness for pressure relief devices may be lower than stated. It is 
therefore incorrect to simply use a control effectiveness value from a reference forgetting 
attached restrictions and caveats. The net result is that fugitive emissions from component leaks 
at the facility are considerably understated. 

Of course, given the conceptual nature of the design as noted earlier, the fact that the component 
counts noted in the table above will change as the design matures makes these calculations even 
more suspect. 

Example (g)~· _____________________________ _ 

Tank emission calculations are provided by IDEM in the TSO Appendix A on page 27143. 
Curiously, the emissions table does not provide a critical parameter, namely the vapor pressure 
of the stored compounds on that table. And, even more curiously, emissions from many of the 
tanks are simply noted as zero. 

What IDEM does not explicitly discuss as part of the tank calculation is the information provided 
to IDEM in a May 9 email from Mr. Lang of KBR, which simply states "TBD" for the vapor 
pressure for many of the tanks - likely because of the preliminary status of the design. 

If IDEM has simply equated TBD to be zero, and thereby clearly underestimated tank VOC 
emissions, that is obviously an error. 
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An additional and significant error related to tank emission calculations discussed above is the 
very method KBR and IDEM have used to estimate such emissions - i.e., by using EPA's TANKS 
program - see page 27/43 of the TSO Appendix A. 

It is now well known (and has been for almost a decade) that VOC emissions calculated using 
equations provided in AP-42 (or in the EPA TAN Ks program), underpredict actual emissions from 
storage tanks by multiples as high as 3 to 7 or even more depending on the properties of the 
material being stored and the type of tank. Therefore, IDEM needs to enhance the TANKs-based 
PTE emission estimates to account for the greater emissions from tanks at the facility. 

Example (i)~---------------------------~ 

Like most of the emissions estimates discussed above, I also note that estimated emissions from 
flaring are likely significantly underestimated 

Of course, to reiterate the point once again, estimates of process gases that will need to be flared 
at each of the flares - especially the HP and LP flares at the proposed facility - can only be 
properly assessed after completion of detailed engineering, which has simply not been done at 
this time. The inability to properly assess the many potential flaring scenarios is made explicit by 
KBR, REC's consultants, in an August 27, 2018 email (which is over 7 months after submittal of 
the late-January 2018 permit application). KBR states: 

"In regard to Flaring scenarios. we've built a listing, but didn't get a chance to 
discuss with Doug how the air permit was going to handle the expected event 
types beyond meeting NSPS and the Refinery Sector Rule guidance. We 
assume that Riverview will at some time need to address minimizing event types 
listed below. using a Flare Management Plan or event reporting as a special term 
or condition of the Air permit." (emphasis added) 

KBR concedes: 

"The flaring scenarios that are expected include those listed below. Establishing 
flare event durations is very problematic .... " (emphasis added) 

It is absolutely clear from the above that KBR is figuratively throwing up its hands with regards to 
flaring and its emissions. Note the reference to "will at some time need to address ... " and the 
reference to a "Flare Management Plan" as yet undeveloped, for understandable reasons, given 
the immaturity of the whole process design. 

Yet, the significant uncertainty notwithstanding, IDEM seems to have modeled a few difference 
flaring scenarios as noted in Appendix C to the TSO. 

"The consultant for the source, KBR, has stated that when the flares are 
operating, the rest of the facility will be at a diminished operating capacity. IDEM 
has modeled the facility at or near full capacity for N02 and CO. The consultant 
presented a worst case flaring scenario for S02 during which the facility will be at 
partial capacity. The consultants' worst case S02 flaring scenario is reflected in 
Table 2." 

Digging deeper, despite the complete absence of design information and purely in an attempt to 
model some aspect of flaring, IDEM (whether or not with the assistance of KBR) seems to have 
made a wide range of unsupported assumptions with regards to the various flares and their likely 
uses as shown. I provide an excerpt below from the TSO Appendix A, page 23/43 (please see 
original for the full table): 
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This includes unsupported assumptions on the number of flaring events per year, the event 
duration, the flow rate of the flare, and flare gas properties such as molecular weight and heating 
value. But not a single process support document is provided as the source of these many 
variables. 

It is simply impossible to reconcile the lack of design detail with the highly detailed assumptions 
on flare gases used by IDEM in its emissions calculations and modeling. 

In sum, as shown via the many examples above (and remembering that these are in fact, just 
examples, and the above is not meant to be a comprehensive critique of each and every 
technical deficiency), it is without question that the emissions calculations provided in the TSO 
(which were used in modeling air impacts) are completely unreliable and significantly understate 
the likely PTE for the various pollutants that will be emitted from this facility. 

IDEM Response to Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 2: 

IDEM, OAQ considers this comment to be ttm--&a-ms,-a,,incorporated into Earthjustice Comment 2. 
See IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 2. With specific reference to paragrnph __ (D 

regarding flares, note that the IDEM Response to Earthiuslice Comm,rnt 2 mfemnces Mr. Howard 
Gs,bhart Comms,nts 9 and 10 on that issue. 

Expanding on paragraph (gl, IDEM, OAQ notes that the commenter may have failed to recognize 
that quite a few of the tanks listed in the original permit application contain inorganic materials or 
water solutions, e.g. molten sulfur tanks and soda ash mix tanks. Other tanks such as the 
amine and sour water tanks, are known or can reasonably be considered to contain organics at 
such low paitial pressures that VOC emissions are essentially zero. Finally, vapor pressures 
predicted by process modeling for vacuum gas oil and the \/CC residus, are so low that the 
emissions of !hos;, tanks are calculated ,,~th TANKS to be s,ssenlially zero. Emissions 
calculations for tanks with observable VOC emissions -· product storage tanks and the slop oil 
tank-· used !he TAN KS default products, iet naptha and No. 2 distillate fuel oil ·· to provide higher 
worst case potential to emit values than lower vapor pressures for the products proposed by the 
source based on process modeling. 

Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 3: 

As noted in the previous discussion, the emission calculations provided in the record by KBR and 
IDEM are unreliable. And, as even a cursory glance at the details of these calculations in 
Appendix A of the TSO will show, they rely on myriad and many assumptions. 

The criticisms noted above notwithstanding, if the IDEM emissions estimates (and modeling, 
which relies, in part, on these emissions estimates) are to have any meaning at all, each of the 
underlying assumption for each emission estimate needs to be made enforceable in the permit. 
This means, a thorough listing identifying each assumption - whether explicit or implicit. Next, for 
each assumption the permit needs to have a method of compliance - whether based on 
recordkeeping, testing, monitoring, or similar, depending on the assumption. 

Only then is there any continuity between the emissions estimated and the modeled impacts. 

Since the proposed permit does not provide even an identification of all of the assumptions that 
IDEM has made, and simply does not include practical enforceability provisions for each such 
assumption, it is fatally deficient. 
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IDEM, OAQ considers that any assumptions regarding operating conditions or properties that 
affect the potential to emit calculations are adequately described in the calculations. It is not the 
potential to emit calculations, if that is what the commenter means by "emission estimates", that 
require practical enforceability in the permit. Instead, the emissions limitations and requirements 
of applicable regulations demand enforceable provisions. The permit contains all applicable 
control device operating requirements, monitoring requirements, testing requirements, and 
associated record keeping and reporting requirements to assure that all permit limitations are 
enforceable as a practical matter and to assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with 
all applicable state and federal rules on a continuous basis. The~ potential to emit, as limited by 
the permit, was modeled in the Air Quality Analvsis. No changes were made as a result of this 
commen~t-_________________________________ . 

Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 4: 

As with the other critiques above, I will provide examples of flawed BACT analyses that IDEM has 
relied upon in the proposed permit. 

First, however, a general critique, applicable to all sources and pollutants, is in order. The entire 
BACT analysis, in each instance, seems to begin and end with a discussion of what BACT 
determinations have been made in the past for similar sources - as available in EPA's 

RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse. However, this approach, in which BACT is simply determined 
based on what BACT was (in the past) at a different facility - misses the point. BACT is not 
merely what has been achieved; its very definition includes the word "achievable." In addition, it is 
my experience that the RBLC database is often incomplete. 

By using a methodology that simply looks backward, IDEM's BACT analysis completely misses 
the critical, forward-looking, technology-forcing aspect of a proper BACT analysis. In fact, in many 
instances, IDEM reverts to an applicable NSPS limit or standard and simply declares that to be 
BACT, without any effort at justifying a more stringent level that might also be cost-effective. 

In fact, the entire BACT analysis provided in Appendix B of the TSO contains no cost 
effectiveness analysis, which is critical to setting a BACT level at a proper level of stringency -
i.e., at the point just below when it is not cost-effective~.---------------~· 

Thus, IDEM's BACT analysis, based on a methodology which is constrained and backwards 
looking, is simply flawed and therefore cannot result in a correct BACT determination. 

I provide a few examples below. 

Example (a) 

As noted earlier, flaring emissions have been understated. In fact, like in most operating chemical 
plants and refineries, etc., significant emissions from flaring occur not from the routine pilot flame, 
but when large quantities of flare gases are generated during planned or unplanned outage 
events at process units. Since, by nature, these are stochastic events, the best method of 
minimizing flaring emissions is to develop and implement a flare management plan (alluded to 
earlier by KBR). Most flare management plans rely on preventing flaring to the maximum extent 
possible using flare gas recovery - i.e., reutilizing flare gases (which have heating value) in the 
process or as fuel, supplemented as need be by natural gas, etc. Yet, surprisingly, and in 
somewhat incomprehensible words, IDEM dismisses flare gas recovery in its TSO Appendix B 
page 701132 as follows: 

"Flare gas recovery is not a feasible option. These flares do not operate 
constantly; only the pilot flame does. There would not be anything to recover 
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except in the rare case of a process upset - which would preclude the use of any 
heat recovered." 

IDEM's assumption that flare gas recovery only applies to continuous flares (i.e., those that 
operate constantly) is unsupported and, frankly, astounding. And, IDEM's statement that "[T]here 
would not be anything to recover. .. " makes little sense. Almost every flare gas stream has 
hydrocarbons, which have heating value as fuel - so, yes, there is always something to recover. 

IDEM's reasoning rejecting flare gas recovery makes no sense. 

Example (b) 

For fugitive VOC emissions from leaking components, IDEM discusses the BACT analysis 
starting on page 127/132 in Appendix B of its TSO, and notes that LOAR with 98% effectiveness 
is the top rank BACT (see page 128/132). Yet, as discussed earlier, IDEM does not use 98% as 
the control efficiency for its various VOC controls for specific fugitive components. 

As far as the type of LOAR that would be BACT, IDEM simply states (see page 129/132) that the 
LOAR provided in NSPS Subpart GGGa shall be BACT. IDEM does not provide any further 
discussion as to why more stringent ("enhanced") LOAR - with lower leak thresholds, more 
frequent inspections, and quicker repair times for components that are found to be leaking -
would not be BACT. 

Going further, IDEM literally provides zero discussion on Optical Gas Imaging (OGI) technologies 
that represent the current state of the art for efficiently detecting leaking components and their 
recognized superiority over LOAR methods. It is my opinion that OGI, using IR cameras, would 
be far more effective as BACT for leaking fugitive components than LOAR of any type. If need be, 
LOAR can be used as a secondary means of verification that components are not leaking. 

As such, IDEM's BACT determination for leaking components, a large source of VOC emissions, 
is incomplete and deficient. 

Again, these are but two examples, cited to make the general point that IDEM's BACT analysis is 
methodologically so flawed that it cannot possibly result in a proper BACT determination for any 
of the source/pollutant combinations. At the very least, without addressing what is "achievable," 
IDEM impermissibly constrains the BACT analysis. 

IDEM Response to Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 4: 

IDEM, OAQ considers this comment to be the sarne asincorporated in Earthjustice Comments 4, 
5, and 6. See IDEM Responses to Earthjustice Comments 4, 5, and 6. 

To develop the point about cost-effectiveness further than may be apparent in the Earthiustice 
comments that incorporate this comment, I0El\i1, OAQ notes that BACT is defined first as the 
most stringent level of control. When one technology choice is determined to be the highest level 
of control, analysis of cost dfoctiveness in not necessaIy. If competing lechnologis,s offor the 
sams, level of control, then the choirn between ths,m may be on a cost basis. Since each 
determination of BACT for Riv,,rview Em,rgy Corporation is considered lo bs, the most stringent 
level of control, evaluation of cost effectiveness is not necessary. 

Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 5: 

As noted earlier, proper PTE emissions, supported by a reasonably advanced engineering 
design, is one of the key inputs for any air dispersion modeling. And, since neither the proper 
design basis nor the PTE emissions are available, that alone renders the modeling analysis 
flawed. 
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In this section, I will address some additional modeling assumptions that are either unsupported 
or are simply incorrect, further exacerbating the errors in the modeling analysis. 

Example (a) 

Use of representative meteorological (hereafter "met") data - i.e., that properly represents the 
wind field at the proposed plant site - is a critical input for the modeling analysis. PSD rules 
therefore rightly require the collection of at least 1 year of onsite met data, unless representative 
met data is otherwise available. 

In the present instance, KBR and IDEM have made no showing whatsoever that the surface met 
data from Evansville, some 40-50 miles distant from the site, with considerable terrain 
differences, which was used in the modeling, is representative of site conditions. No onsite data 
(even for periods of less than a year, which could have been collected to show comparisons to 
Evansville data) was required to be collected. 

In a circular argument, REC justifies not collecting onsite met data by noting that specified 
preconstruction monitoring thresholds were not exceeded - forgetting to state that this very 
exercise used met data from Evansville. KBR's justification for avoiding pre- construction onsite 
monitoring is therefore unavailing. 

It is impossible to simply assume (as KBR has done and as IDEM has accepted), by fiat, that 
Evansville met data is representative of the Dale plant site. IDEM should provide a technical basis 
for this fundamental assumption. Since it likely cannot, IDEM should require the applicant to 
conduct the requisite one year of onsite met data collection and then use that data, properly 
validated, in the dispersion model. 

Example (b) 

Another fatal flaw in the modeling analysis is the use of unsupported background data (i.e., 
current concentrations of various pollutants, over specified averaging times) representative of the 
Dale plant site. Here is the relevant discussion: 

"Representative background concentrations used in the NAAQS analysis are 
listed in Table 4. The background monitors used for the NAAQS analysis were 
monitor ID number 18-141-0015, located in South Bend, IN for 1-hour N02, 
monitor ID number 18-163-0021, located in Evansville, IN, for 1-hour, 3-hour, 24-
hour, and annual S02 and finally monitor number 18-147-0009 located in Dale, 
IN, for annual and 24-hour PM2.5. The latest 3-year design value (2015-2017) for 
each of these monitors was used in the modeling analysis. These sites are 
considered the most representative sites with complete data relative to REC. For 
N02 background values, there are only two monitors within the state that have 
complete and quality assured data, both of which are in northern Indiana. The 
monitor in South Bend, Indiana is located in a more rural area than the Gary 
IITRI monitor industrialized area. The more rural location of the N02 monitor in 
South Bend is comparable to the proposed location for REC." 

The Dale site is located near a major highway (Hwy 64), as shown in the figures provided in the 
Modeling Protocol. Significant emissions of relevant pollutants including NOx, PM10/PM2.5, S02, 
VOCs, CO, and others obviously affect the site due to emissions from the highway. Given this, it 
is completely improper to simply use data from Evansville as being representative of the Dale 
site. Compounding the error, using data from South Bend, far from the Dale site for the 1-hour 
NOx background level simply makes no sense. 

As with pre-construction met data collection, the applicant should be required to collect onsite 
pollutant data for a sufficient period of time - at least one year - which should be used in the 
modeling analysis. It is clear that there is no justification for simply grabbing available monitoring 
data from other sites, with no regard to representativeness at the Dale site. 
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The modeling analysis attempts to include the impacts of existing, nearby large sources. The 
table below shows how such sources were handled (from a KBR email dated April 13, 2018): 
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Emissions from sources above are based on Department of Energy, Energy Information 
Administration form EIA-923 data - that is they are not maximum or allowable emissions but 
rather snapshot actual emissions. 

This is incorrect. Maximum allowable emissions from these nearby large sources should have 
been modeled instead of actual emissions, per the appropriate regulatory guidance. In summary, 
there are significant and fatal flaws associated with the modeling analysis that accompanies the 
proposed permit 

IDEM Response to Dr. Ranajit Sahu Comment 5: 

IDEM, OAQ considers this comment to be the same as Earthjustice Comment 3. See IDEM 
Responses to Earthjustice Comment 3. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 15, 2018, Mr. Howard Gebhart of Fort Collins, Colorado, emailed questions to IDEM, OAQ 
regarding the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit and associated air 
quality modeling. IDEM, OAQ Technical Support and Modeling Section replied to Mr. Howard Gebhart in 
an email on November 29, 2018. These email correspondences are available in the public record. The 
questions contained in Mr. Howard Gebhart email are included as public notice comments in this ATSD 
(see Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 1 through Comment 6 below). IDEM, OAQ's 11/29/18 email 
responses Mr. Howard Gebhart's questions are included below (see IDEM Response to Mr. Howard 
Gebhart Comment 1 through Comment 6 below). 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 1: 

Please provide the minor source PSD baseline dates for the Riverview Project location. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 1: 

The minor source baseline dates established for Spencer County: 
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NOx: September 30, 1996 (AK Steel) 
PM10: September 30, 1996 
PM2.5: September 30, 1996 
SO2: Not established 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 2: 
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I found an inventory for nearby NAAQS sources in the modeling inventory, but not a similar 
inventory for PSD-increment sources. Can a PSD increment inventory be provided? How did 
IDEM determine which nearby sources were PSD-increment consuming? 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 2: 

A spreadsheet of PSD increment consuming sources can be found on IDEM's website. The 
following is a link to IDEM's Modeling webpage: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/idemlairquality/2375.htm" ]. PSD increments can be found on the [ 
HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/idemlairquality/files/modeling_psd_inventory.xls"] spreadsheet 
on the modeling page. The spreadsheet takes into account major and minor source baseline 
dates. IDEM determined which pollutants required a PSD increment analysis based on the 
Significant Impact Analysis (SIL) determination. Increment sources were determined using this 
spreadsheet to identify sources nearby the facility and then included in the PSD increment 
modeling. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 3: 

Were any NAAQS and/or PSD-increment sources identified by IDEM but excluded from the 
cumulative impact modeling? If so, please indicate those sources, their associated 
emissions, and list the reason for excluding these sources from the modeling analysis. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 3: 

IDEM conducted an analysis of all nearby sources for PSD and NAAQS modeling. The largest 
sources were explicitly included in the modeling and are listed in Table 5 of the modeling TSO. 
One source was not included in the final NAAQS modeling, AK Steel. This source was 
considered to be small and distant enough to be captured by conservative background 
concentrations. In addition, this source was located outside of the receptor grid. The final 
numbers used for the NAAQS modeling for PM25, are found in the "PM2.5_SIAONL Y_24hr" and 
"PM2.5_SIAONL Y _annual" files. 

For PM2.5 PSD increment modeling, the only sources listed in the PSD inventory spreadsheet, 
were AK Steel and Ohio Valley Resources. IDEM did not include Ohio Valley Resources 
(Emissions of about~ 40tpy) in any modeling but did look at impacts from AK Steel to gauge its 
impact on the PSD increment analysis. Modeling results showed the combined impact from AK 
Steel and Riverview to be much less than the final NAAQS results. These results can be found in 
the compressed file called "PM 25_IDEM_24hr_Annual_SIL." As a conservative value for the PSD 
increment analysis, and because Ohio Valley Resources was not included, IDEM used the 
NAAQS values as the PSD increment results. Even with the use of these higher values, the 
increment was not close to being consumed. For SO2, the only increment consuming sources in 
the vicinity were ALCOA Operations and I & M Rockport. Both of these emissions sources were 
already included in the modeled NAAQS and therefore, as a conservative estimate, the NAAQS 
values were used in the PSD modeling as well. This is a conservative estimate because other 
large emitters in addition to ALCOA Operations and I & M Rockport were included in the NAAQS 
inventory modeling. PM10 PSD increment modeling was not necessary since the PM10 values 
were not above the 24-hour and annual SI Ls. 
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In reviewing the PM-10 and PM-2.5 modeling files, I found that the emissions for fugitive dust 
traffic were significantly higher for the 24-hour modeling compared to the annual modeling. 
However, I did not find any explanation or documentation regarding why higher emissions were 
input for the 24-hour modeling. Can you provide the calculation spreadsheet supporting the 24-
hour PM-10 and PM-2.5 calculations for the road dust emissions or otherwise provide an 
explanation of how these calculations were different? 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 4: 

The consultant (KBR) provided IDEM with a spreadsheet containing the estimated PM emissions 
by activity type. These activities were grouped together into road segments. IDEM reviewed its 
modeling files and found that the compressed file named "PM2.5_IDEM_Annual_NAAQS" 
containes files for both the 24-hour and annual PM2.s fugitive emissions used in the final NAAQS 
result The values for each of these averaging times were the same. I DEM did, however, find that 
updates to the annual PM10 fugitives were not made. (An) attached spreadsheet (note: provided 
in the 11/29/2018 reply to the commenter and available in the public record, essentially the paved 
road fugitive emissions calculation tab from Appendix A to the Technical Support Document with 
added road segment labels) shows IDEM's estimates and calculations for the roads. IDEM has 
since re-run the modeling for PM10 and determined that the PM10 modeling is below the SIL of 1. 
The updated PM10 modeling use the same emission rates from the PM10 24-hour fugitive rates, 
which are considered the correct values. 

See the revised Air Quality Analysis, Appendix C to this ATSD. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 5: 

My understanding is that the worst-case SO2 modeling for the short term averages (less than 24-
hours) is based on one of the flaring scenarios. During flaring, the documents in the record state 
that the plant operates at reduced rates during flaring. I would like more information about the 
flaring scenarios and why these scenarios might lead to reduced operational rates in the plant 
How much reduction is overall plant operations was assumed during flaring and how was this rate 
determined? Since I recognize that there are a large number of flaring scenarios, if needed, this 
explanation can be limited to what has been described as Flaring Scenario #1 which resulted in 
the worst-case short-term SO2 impacts. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 5: 

Please see, Modeling for Intermittent Flaring and Riverview Flaring Scenarios for modeling 
documents (provided in the 11/29/18 response to the commenter and available in the public 
record) for more information about the facility during each of the flaring scenarios. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 6: 

Please provide the VISCREEN output file for the modeling that corresponds with the IDEM Air 
Quality Analysis - Table 9. I found the applicant's VISCREEN file in the record, but those results 
don't match the results listed in Table 9. I am most interested in the background visual range 
assumed for the IDEM VISCREEN analysis along with some of the other modeling inputs. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 6: 

Please see the attached "summary" and "results" files (provided in the 11/29/18 response to the 
commenter and available in the public record) from the VISCREEN application. The VISCREEN 
modeling is consistent with U.S. EPA guidance for conducting visibility impact analysis for PSD 
sources. 
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On December 10, 2018, Mr. Howard Gebhart, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSDINew 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit Mr. Gebhart's comments were included as an 
attachment to the comments submitted by Earthjustice, et al. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Gomment 7~: __________________________ _ 

The dispersion modeling relies upon meteorological data inputs from the Evansville Regional 
Airport (EVV), located more than 30 miles (50 km) from the proposed project site. EVV is located 
in Vanderburgh County, while the Riverview project site is in Spencer County. 

The IDEM modeling fails to conform to the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Guideline 
on Air Quality Models (USE PA 2017), codified at 40 CFR 51 Appendix W (Guideline) in part 
because the modeling report submitted on behalf of the applicant and the associated IDEM 
technical review of the modeling failed to provide any documentation that the EW data are 
adequately representative of the Riverview project site. Air dispersion modeling that does not 
conform to the Guideline cannot be used to support issuance of a PSD permit. 

The requirements for meteorological data inputs are described at Section 8.4 of the Guideline. 
For data representativeness, the Guideline states: 

The meteorological data used as input to a dispersion model should be selected on the 
basis of spatial and climatological (temporal) representativeness as well as the ability of 
the individual parameters to characterize the transport and dispersion conditions in the 
area of concern. 

The documentation in the IDEM file supporting the Riverview AERMOD dispersion modeling is 
silent on the topic of data representativeness. 

In this situation, the EW data representativeness is negatively influenced by two factors: 1) the 
EW meteorological data are not in proximity to the proposed project site, and 2) the EW 
meteorological data are measured at or near the surface whereas the major emission points at 
Riverview have stack heights of up to 200 feet. 

As noted before, the EVV meteorological data are from the Evansville Regional Airport, located 
more than 30 miles (50 km) from the proposed plant site. As per the Guideline: the spatial 
representativeness of the data can be adversely affected by large distances between the source 
and receptors of interest. In this case, there are micro meteorological features at the proposed 
Riverview site which are not captured by the EW data, namely a creek drainage that extends to 
the south of the plant site that induces local windflow patterns which tend to follow these 
drainages. The local project area also has rolling terrain that does not occur at or near the EW 
airport site, with some of the intervening terrain occurring between the project site and EW 
airport. These local topographic features influence the on-site meteorology. Since these features 
are not captured by the EW data, my professional opinion as a meteorologist is that EW data 
are not adequately representative of the Riverview project site. 

Another problem with the EW data is that the data are collected at or near ground level, whereas 
the major emission stacks at Riverview extend upwards of 200 feet in the air. Wind speed and 
wind direction are key parameters for accurately describing atmospheric transport and dispersion. 
Important meteorological parameters such as wind speed, wind direction, and others vary in their 
vertical profile, and data collected at or near the surface mischaracterize the atmospheric 
conditions that influence turbulence and dispersion from elevated stack sources. The surface
based meteorological data from EW introduces an unknown error into the results. 

Fortunately, a remedy to this problem exists under the PSD regulations and the associated EPA 
Guideline on Air Quality Models (Guideline), which allows for the applicant to collect site-specific 
meteorological data for a period on one year or more to be used as input to the air dispersion 
modeling. IDEM should withhold final approval of the Riverview PSD permit until onsite 
meteorological data is collected and then used in an adequate modeling demonstration. In order 
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to collect the required meteorological data at or near the stack height level (200ft), the on-site 
monitoring program should either utilize a tall tower or Doppler acoustic SODAR. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 7: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 
the AERMOD Dispersion Model 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 8: 

For the Riverview tail gas treatment unit stacks, the sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions limit proposed 
in the draft PSD permit is 26.3 lb/hr at each stack. In the modeling files, these units are identified 
as EU3001 and EU3002. 

However, after reviewing the accompanying modeling files in the record, there were no modeling 
runs where the tail gas SO2 emissions were input at the allowable emissions rate (26.3 lb/hr). All 
of the AERMOD modeling runs listed the EU3001 and EU3002 SO2 emissions at something less 
than 26.3 lb/hr. For this analysis, I have relied on the IDEM-conducted modeling that matches the 
concentrations reported in IDEM's Air Quality Analysis (IDEM 2018a), which is appended to the 
Riverview Technical Support Document (TSO), i.e., the IDEM "sharepoint" directory files. 

Based on my review of the record, IDEM addressed SO2 modeling by including emissions during 
occasional flaring episodes, which is appropriate since such episodes produce higher short-term 
emissions. The IDEM analysis also indicates that Riverview would operate some sources at less 
than maximum rates during emergency flaring. However, there does not appear to be any 
limitation in the draft permit that would restrict Riverview's SO2 emissions from the tail gas 
treatment stacks and other emission points to a lower emissions rate during flaring. Absent such 
a limit, the modeling should have been conducted assuming SO2 emissions at the maximum 
allowable rate (i.e., 26.3 lb/hr at the tail gas treatment stacks), even during flaring episodes. 

Also troubling is that the modeling files, even during non-flaring operating scenarios, have not 
modeled the tail gas treatment stacks at the maximum allowable SO2 emissions rate (26.3 lb/hr). 
The file SO2_5yrs_SO2.LST within folder SO2_IDEM_ 1 hr_NAAQS appears to be the AERMOD 
output for the "Normal Operations" modeling scenario listed in Appendix A of the IDEM Air Quality 
Modeling Report (Max SO2 1-hour concentration= 23.57 micrograms per cubic meter). 
However, in this file, the modeled SO2 emissions for EU3001 and EU3002 are 2.4003 g/sec, 
which converts to approximately 19.0 lb/hr, not the maximum allowable SO2 permit limit of 26.3 
lb/hr. There is no explanation or justification for modeling SO2 emissions at 19.0 lb/hr for the 
'normal operations" scenario modeling. As per EPA's Guideline (USE PA 2017, Table 8-2), all 
emissions need to be modeled at their federally enforceable emissions limit 

IDEM should correct this error and perform new AERMOD modeling using the enforceable SO2 
emissions limit (26.3 lb/hr) at the tail gas stacks and other emission units, or the SO2 permit limit 
should be reduced to match the modeled emissions rate (e.g., 19.0 lb/hr for the tail gas stacks). 
Similar restrictions would also be required at any other source which was not modeled at its 
maximum allowable SO2 emissions rate. Even during flaring, SO2 emissions should be modeled 
at the maximum allowable emissions rate, unless a more restrictive permit limit is added to the 
permit for these events. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 8: 

See IDEM Response to EPA Modeling Comment 6. 
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Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 9~: -------------------------~ 

Based on the modeling files provided by IDEM in the "sharepoint" directory, no modeling for 
flaring scenarios was conducted for pollutants other than SO2. However, my understanding is 
that there are flaring scenarios that produce short-term elevated emissions for both carbon 
monoxide (CO) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). Based on data in the Docket, elevated CO emissions 
occur during flaring of reformer vent gasses to the LP flare during commissioning and/or cold 
startup of the hydrogen plant Also, elevated NOx emissions can occur during flaring of purge 
gasses to the HP flare during commissioning and/or cold startup of the VCC Unit 

Similar to the SO2 flaring analysis, modeling that addressed peak NOx and CO emissions during 
flaring should have been performed by IDEM. Without such an analysis, there is no confidence 
that the short-term NAAQS for NOx and CO will be protected. Please note that any comments 
above related to the SO2 flaring analysis would also be applicable to any NOx and CO flaring 
analysis; i.e., all sources should be modeled at their maximum allowable emissions rates, even 
during flaring, unless the permit otherwise restricts such emissions during flaring events. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 9: 

IDEM conducted modeling for CO and NOx for the flaring scenarios at the same time it modeled 
flaring scenarios for SO2. Appendix A of the Air Quality Analysis (Appendix C to this ATSD) lists 
the flaring scenarios for all pollutants affected by flaring. IDEM identified the worst case flaring 
scenarios and conducted modeling to compare impacts for the significant impact level analyses. 

Files for modeling the flaring scenarios have been provided at the sharepoint hyperlink ([ 
HYPERLINK "https://ingov-
my.sharepoint.com/:f:/g/personal/dschilli idem in gov/Egf6wk61 d BN LiQQOIMJpEgcBc9SDuliNT 
JVpom4fsMefOQ?e=kc3aV2" J). The flaring files for CO are contained in th,, folder s,ntitls,d 
"CO IDEM 1 hr 8hr Emerg Fast SIL.zip". The flaring files for NOx am contained in the folder 
s,ntitls,d "NO2 IDE.1111 Flaring Emerg 1 hr SIL.zip'._, 

No changes were made as a result of this comment 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 10: 

Like flaring, startup, shutdown, and malfunction (SSM) events can lead to elevated emissions 
over short-term periods. The modeling analysis fails to address possible short-term emissions 
from SSM outside of the flaring analysis discussed previously. Examples of a possible SSM event 
would be during startup of equipment where the NOx emissions are controlled using selective 
catalytic reduction (SCR). Because the SCR unit does not come on-line until the catalyst beds 
reach the proper temperature, NOx emissions normally bypass the SCR emission controls during 
startup. At Riverview, SCR NOx emissions control will be employed at the Hydrogen Plant. The 
modeling analysis needs to address these types of SSM events; otherwise, there is no 
confidence that the short-term NAAQS will be protected. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 10: 

The startup/shutdown emissions are treated as intermittent sources meaning the 
startup/shutdown emissions do not occur continuously enough or frequently enough to contribute 
significantly to the annual distribution of maximum daily 1-hour concentrations. Therefore, IDEM 
references U.S. EPA's March 1, 2011 memo "Additional Clarification Regarding Application of 
Appendix W Modeling Guidance for the 1-hour NO2 National Ambient Air Quality Standard" and 
"SO2 NAAQS Designations Modeling Technical Assistance Document" dated August 2016 in its 
treatment of startup/shutdown emissions as intermittent sources. 

IDEM reviewed modeling rates for each of these units for 24-hour PM10 and PM2.5. As the 
commenter mentioned, the flaring scenarios were examined. During the flaring scenarios, much 
of the facility will be shut down or operating at only partial capacity. IDEM received a lengthy list 
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of the various flaring scenarios and modeled the worst case emission rate for each pollutant. The 
commenter also mentioned that the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) equipment associated 
with the hydrogen plant would be an example of a Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction (SSM) 
event During the startup of the emission unit, the SCR equipment would not be operating at full 
capacity because the SCR catalyst beds take time to reach proper temperatures to achieve the 
appropriate control efficiency and higher emissions would occur during this period. Those events 
are accounted for in the worst-case scenario determinations. IDEM has calculations from the 
consultant (KBR) of the emissions from the hydrogen plants during a cold start-up. During a cold 
startup of the hydrogen plant units, the emissions are expected to be less than the operations at 
100% capacity even though the SCR equipment has not reached the temperature required for 
maximum control. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 11: 

IDEM has included the formation of secondary PM-2.5 from precursor emissions of sulfur dioxide 
(SO2) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) in the Riverview modeling analysis. The procedure appears to 
follow the EPA Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (MERP) Guidance (USE PA 2016). 
However, the IDEM assessment appears to be based on the annual average emissions rates for 
SO2 and NOx. For SO2 and NOx, the peak daily emissions are influenced by episodic flaring and 
SSM events, when short-term emissions will be significantly higher. 

Since PM-2.5 is evaluated on a 24-hour basis, the secondary PM-2.5 formation needs to be 
based on the peak short-term emissions during flaring. This can be done using the MERPs 
approach applied by IDEM; however, the SO2 and NOx emissions input should instead reflect the 
worst-case daily emissions and not the annual emissions. The IDEM analysis already recognized 
the importance of periodic episodes of flaring when evaluating NAAQS/PSD increment 
compliance for SO2 and the same concept should also be applied for the PM-2.5 modeling. SSM 
events should also be considered when applying the MERPs if the duration of the SSM event 
approaches 24-hours and/or otherwise significantly impacts the peak daily emission totals. 

iDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 11~: -----------------~· 

IDEM has followed U.S. EPA's "Guidance on the Development of Modeled Emission Rates for 
Precursors as a Tier 1 Demonstration Tool for Ozone and PM 2.5 under the PSD Permitting 
Program" (MER PS Guidance) in its secondary PM2.5 analysis. U.S. EPA conducted the 
photochemical modeling that supported the MERPS Guidance using annual emission rates for 
hypothetical facilities. MER PS themselves are expressed in tons per year, making them an 
annual measurement. Hypothetical examples listed in the MERPS Guidance detail scenarios of 
annual emissions that are then compared to the significant emission rate, expressed as an 
annual emission rate. It would not be appropriate to compare short term emissions to a value that 
has an annual definition. Episodic (short term) modeling was conducted for hypothetical sources 
in California, which do not apply to Indiana facilities, therefore IDEM used conservative MER PS 
values most closely associated with the location of the proposed facility to determine secondary 
impacts. The primary _(modeled) impacts includs,d modeling of lhe HP, LP, sulfur block, and 
loading flares. The primary modeled impacts were added to th,, ss,condary impacts as part of lhe 
MER PS analysis. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 12: 

The air emissions inventory and supporting dispersion modeling have a claimed 90% reduction 
credit for fugitive dust emissions on paved roads leading in and out of the proposed Riverview 
plant Based on the fugitive dust mitigation measures described in the applicant's Fugitive Dust 
Control Plan, the proposed mitigation measures would only be applied "as needed". However, 
the 90% mitigation credit is a very high level of fugitive dust control. If a 90% credit is assumed for 
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the purposes of the emissions inventory and modeling, then the Fugitive Dust Control Plan needs 
to specify an appropriate frequency that fugitive dust controls would be applied by Riverview. 
Given the level of emissions credit assumed, the permit should require that fugitive dust 
mitigation measures be applied on a daily basis and not "as needed". Also, some measurement 
of the effectiveness of the fugitive dust controls should be required, such as monitoring for the silt 
content of the dust material on the roads. Only through frequent application of mitigation 
measures, backed by actual compliance monitoring of the resulting silt loading, can the public be 
assured that the road dust emissions will be minimal, as implied by the draft permit 

Also, in terms of the fugitive dust calculations, the assumed "silt loading" for the emission 
calculations is 9.7 g/sq meter, which is the mean value from AP-42 for plant roads in the iron and 
steel industry. However, the IDEM emissions documentation incorrectly implies that its 
calculations used a "worst-case" AP-42 value. If the "worst-case" AP-42 value were used from the 
iron and steel industry, the silt loading value would have been 79 g/sq mater. If all industry groups 
listed in AP-42 were considered, the worst-case silt loading value would be 400 g/sq meter. Given 
the wide range of potential silt loading values, a silt loading value higher than 9.7 g/sq meter 
should have been used for the Riverview calculations. 

Also, the IDEM record does not indicate whether Riverview intends to apply sand and other 
measures for traction control during wintertime driving conditions, nor does the permit prohibit or 
restrict such applications. Any such material applied to plant roads for traction control increases 
the silt loading for those periods and must be accounted for in the permit 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 12: 

IDEM, OAQ considers the description of fugitive dust sources at the proposed source, control 
measures, and the effectiveness of those control measures to be consistent with the descriptions 
and control measures required at other sources. Any comparison of fugitive dust sources and 
control measures is suspect because the substantial differences in the materials, practices, and 
weather conditions that affect fugitive dust emissions. It is the normal practice within IDEM, OAQ 
to consider a silt loading of 9.7 g/m2 to be representative of conditions at most industrial sites. As 
the commenter points out, this is the mean value for iron and steel production facilities presented 
in AP-42 Table 13.2.1-3 and the highest mean value other than certain highly specific industries 
(e.g., sand and gravel processing) that use materials and practices expected to generate more 
fugitive dust than the proposed source. The iron and steel production category is also based on 
the largest numbers of sites and samples presented in Table 13.2.1-3. Because winter weather 
conditions in Southern Indiana are generally wet and characterized by frequent freeze-thaw 
cycles, application of traction aids to industrial roads is considered unlikely and subject to 
mitigation by frequent wet conditions. 

IDEM, OAQ agrees that more explicit requirements for monitoring visible emissions of fugitive 
dust are appropriate. A new Condition D.13.3 - Visible Emissions Monitoring is added to the 
permit as follows with new language in bold: 

Compliance Monitoring Requirements [326 IAC 2-7-5(1)][326 IAC 2-7-6(1)] 

D.13.3 Visible Emissions Monitoring 
Employees responsible for attending truck loading and unloading and other 
employees with opportunities to observe traffic on plant roads shall be instructed 
to report visible emissions that may exceed the limit in Condition D.13.1(b) to the 
individual or supervisor responsible for implementing the control measures in the 
Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Instructions for observing and reporting visible 
emissions shall be posted at appropriate locations such as gates and loading or 
unloading points. Employees who may receive notification of fugitive dust 
emissions shall be instructed to retain records, including but not limited to internal 
emails or notes of telephone calls, sufficient to demonstrate that control measures 
are implemented in a timely manner and in accordance with the Fugitive Dust 
Control Plan. 
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In the IDEM modeling included in the Docket, I discovered that the PM-10/PM-2.5 road dust 
emission inputs for the 24-hour modeling appeared to be higher than the same emission inputs 
for the annual average modeling. After calling this to IDEM's attention, I received updated 
modeling information from IDEM covering the annual mean PM-10 concentrations (IDEM 2018b). 
Although IDEM provided the updated modeling results, the backup AERMOD modeling files were 
not provided, nor could I find any corresponding PM-10 modeling files in the IDEM "sharepoint" 
directory. IDEM should provide access to any updated PM-10 modeling files and provide 
sufficient time for public review of any new modeling information which was posted after the 
public comment period started. 

Based on my understanding of the updated modeling information provided, IDEM's PM-10 and 
PM-2.5 modeling now uses the same fugitive dust traffic emissions inputs in the annual average 
and 24-hour average modeling. However, this is not technically appropriate. The worst-case 24-
hour emissions should be higher than the respective annual mean emissions. For example, the 
"silt loading" value for the 24-hour modeling should represent a worst-case value including the 
effects of any traction mitigation that might be applied by the source. Also, the road traffic 
volumes (i.e., vehicle miles travelled) should represent a worst-case day. In its emissions 
calculations, IDEM included an assumption that a small percentage (5%) of the plant inputs and 
output would leave by truck, which accounts for possible interruptions in rail service to the plant. 
However, any rail interruptions are likely to extend over only a limited number of days, so the 
truck traffic volumes should account for a sharp increase in potential daily traffic and not be 
spread out evenly over the year. In the case of Riverview, the traffic volumes for the worst-case 
day are likely to be substantially higher than the long-term average. Lastly, the precipitation 
mitigation factor should be excluded when computing 24-hour fugitive dust emissions, e.g., the 
worst-case day would have no precipitation. IDEM needs to correct the 24-hour fugitive dust 
calculations as described above and repeat the dispersion modeling effort using the revised 
emission inputs. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 13: 

IDEM, OAQ considers this comment to be the same as the Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 4. 
See IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 4. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 14: 

As noted above, IDEM corrected the annual mean PM-10 modeling, apparently because when 
asking for additional modeling data from IDEM in the preparation of these comments, my 
questions identified a potential modeling input error, i.e., inconsistent emission inputs for the 
fugitive dust sources between the 24-hour and annual mean PM-10 modeling. 

However, my findings is that the new annual mean PM-10 modeling results provided by IDEM are 
inconsistent with the 24-hour average PM-10 modeling files previously posted by IDEM in the 
docket These inconsistencies are such that I have little confidence that the PM-10 modeling as 
updated by IDEM provides accurate and realistic results. 

Specifically, IDEM's updated PM-10 annual mean modeling (IDEM 2018b) identified a 
concentration of 0.993 micrograms per cubic meter, with the "ROAD251 source" contributing up 
to about 0.85 micrograms per cubic meter to the annual mean total. In the original IDEM modeling 
presented in the Docket, the annual mean PM-10 concentration was listed at 0.41 micrograms 
per cubic meter. Also, the supporting modeling files for the PM-10 annual mean modeling showed 
virtually zero contribution from the fugitive dust sources. By comparison, the peak 24-hour 
average PM-10 concentration is listed by IDEM as 2.18 micrograms per cubic meter (IDEM 
2018a, Table 2). To my knowledge, IDEM has not revised the 24-hour PM-10 modeling. 
However, in the supporting modeling files found in the "sharepoint" directory, the ROAD251 
contribution is listed as having a maximum 24-hour value of 0.078 micrograms per cubic meter. 
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This is about one order of magnitude less than the contribution of ROAD251 to the annual mean 
PM-10 concentration. The maximum 24-hour concentration should never be less than the annual 
mean concentration in the modeling. IDEM needs to recheck the emission inputs for the annual 
mean and 24-hour mean PM-10 modeling and resolve this inconsistency. Until this occurs and 
the modeling results are internally consistent, I have zero confidence that the PM-10 modeling 
has been done correctly. 

Likewise, IDEM should also review the PM-2.5 modeling inputs to assure that a similar error is 
not present in the PM-2.5 modeling. 

With respect to both Comment #7 and #8, IDEM should review the daily PM-10/PM-2.5 data for 
fugitive dust emissions to ensure that the emission inputs are correct and that the worst-case 
daily PM-10/PM-2.5 emissions are appropriately captured. IDEM should also provide the basis for 
its revised calculations to the public and allow an opportunity for public comment and review prior 
to finalizing the permit. Lastly, because the updated annual PM-10 modeling listed concentrations 
at over 99% of the SIL, the SIL would likely be exceeded after any secondary PM-10 formation is 
considered following the MERPs approach. Exceeding the SIL would trigger a cumulative PM-10 
modeling analysis, which to date has not been performed by IDEM or the applicant_. _____ _ 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 14: 

IDEM reviewed the files for both 24-hour and annual PM10 averaging times. While the annual 
PM10 modeling values were the same in both the input and output files, the values were not the 
same in the output and input files for 24-hour PM10. IDEM updated its modeling files multiple 
times during the review process as KBR provided updated information. Revised 24-hour PM10 
modeling concentrations rnfo;cted-in the Air Quality Modeling TSO reflected results from 
September 2018. More recent PM10 fugitive emissions information has since been made available 
to IDEM after the initial modeling was conducted and the proposed permit was on public notice. 
IDEM has conducted a model run to update the 24-hour PM10 fugitive values and the maximum 
modeled results of 4.58 µg/m3 remain below the SIL for 24-hour PM 10. 

ROAD 25·1 emissions for 24-hour and annual values are bo!h modeled at 0.05182 lb/hr in the 
updated modeling. The cormnen!er suggested that a secondary analysis for PM 10 should be 
performed alongside the secondary analysis for Pf\lhs and ozone. The federal M ERPS guidance 
does not require or describe secondary analysis for Pf\1110 only for Pl\,hs vvhich is formed from 
complex atmospheric reactions from sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides. IDEM considers that the 
primarv PM10 modeling analvsis is a suffici,,nt demonstration that clearly shows the 24-hour and 
annual PMrn NAAQS will not be violated 

See the revised Air Quality Analysis, Appendix C to this ATSD. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 15: 

·Based on the IDEM Air Quality Analysis (IDEM 2018a, Table 4), the background concentration for 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) was taken from an IDEM monitor located near South Bend, IN. My 
understanding is that IDEM also monitors NO2 at its Evansville monitoring site (1110 West Buena 
Vista Road). The Evansville site also appears to be the location for the background SO2 
monitoring data selected by IDEM. Furthermore, IDEM's website indicates that NO2 data at the 
Evansville site date back to July 2009 and the IDEM website also suggests the availability of 
historical NO2 monitoring data for a location near Hope, IN. 

IDEM should reevaluate the background NO2 concentrations and use a more representative site, 
or at least provide some explanation as to why the South Bend data was the best choice for the 
Riverview project site. 

In lieu of background data from monitoring collected some distance from the Riverside site, IDEM 
should instead require that the applicant install on-site monitoring to collect one year of ambient 
concentration data for all pollutants where the Riverview project exceeds the PSD "significance" 
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levels. This monitoring could coincide with the meteorological monitoring recommended 
previously in my comments. I note that since VOC emissions exceed 100 tpy, Riverside does not 
qualify for the "deminimis" monitoring exemption for ozone allowed under 40 CFR 52.21 (i)(8). 
Compliance with 40 CFR 51.21 (i)(8) has not been addressed by IDEM in its air quality analysis 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 15: 

IDEM considers this comment to be the same as General Statement 9 - Modeling Background 
Concentrations and Monitoring. See IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling 
Background Concentrations and Monitoring. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 16: 

In the volatile organic compound (VOC) emission calculations for fugitive leaks (TSD Appendix A, 
Page 40 of 43), a 100% control efficiency is assigned on the basis of installing specific emission 
mitigation strategies for selected equipment, such as closed loop sampling on sampling 
connections and installation of blinds, caps, plugs, or second valves on open ended lines. 

IDEM claims that the 100% control value is supported by other documentation (EPA 1995). 
However, a 100% control level is by all common sense measures, unrealistic. All equipment is 
subject to failure and potential leaks, even when such equipment is designed to high engineering 
standards. IDEM should choose a realistic control level other than 100% to account for the 
potential that leaks will occur in the future, especially as equipment ages. 

Notwithstanding the above concerns, if a VOC control factor at or near 100% is assigned in the 
IDEM permit review, the permit itself needs to also specifically require that any mitigation 
practices assumed in the emission calculations will actually be installed by Riverview, i.e., closed 
loop sampling on sampling connections and installation of blinds, caps, plugs, or second valves 
on open ended lines. Also, any failure of the equipment that results in any leakage of VOCs/HAPs 
to the environment should constitute a permit violation if the 100% control value is retained. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 16: 

IDEM, OAQ considers that the requirements for control of equipment leaks applicable to the 
source, including but not limited to provisions of 40 CFR 60, Subpart GGGa, demonstrate an 
appropriate level of control. The requirements of the subparts are incorporated in the permit, in 
Section E.6, and failure to comply with the applicable requirements is then a violation both of the 
permit and the regulation. No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 17: 

The VOC calculations for HAPs are based on the assumed weight percent of the VOCs for 
selected HAPs. In fact, the HAP emissions from fugitive leaks total up to around 20 tons per year, 
making such emissions potentially significant. How will the HAP percentage assumptions used in 
the emission calculations be verified? The final permit should require appropriate sampling and 
monitoring to assure that the HAP emissions for leaking equipment do not exceed the calculated 

values·.:_.-----------------------------------~· 
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As was discussed in IDEM Response lo Gs,neral Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 
Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emil and the Associated Air Quality Analysis 
and IDEM Response to Earthiustice Comment ·1. calculations of uncontrolled potential to emi! 
determine the applicability of PSD and Part 70 requirements. Limitations on emissions, such as 
BACT and ~lSPS or MES HAP requirements established the levels of emissions !hat were 
modeled. Equipment leaks of hazardous air pollutant emissions from the refinery processes are 
subiec! to the requirements of 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC (N ESH AP From Petroleum Refineries), 
which requires that units also subiect to 40 CFR 60. Subpart GGGa (Standards of PNformance 
for_ Equipment l.eaks of VOC in Petroleum Refineries for Which Construction. Reconstruction, or 
Modification Commenced After NovembN 7, 20061 shall comply onlv with Subpart GGGa (See 
IDE.M Response to EPA Permit Comment rn for additional detain. Subpart GGGa then 
references the requirements of 40 CFR 60, Subpart VVa (Standards of Performance for 
Equipment Leaks of VOC in the Synthetic Organic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry for Which 
Construction, Reconstruction, or Modification Commenced After November 7, 2006). Generally 
speakin_g_,_the_equipment leak monitoring requirements do not include identification of HAPs. 

However, as a new source subiecl lo 40 CFR 63, Subpart CC, the source is subiect to the 
9rganic HAP limitation at 40 CFR 63.642(!1}. Complianrn with 40 CFR 53.642(b) is demonstrated 
in accordance with 40 CFR 63.642(~) which references other ss,ciions. including 40 CFR 63.658 -
Fenceline monitoring provisions. Hequirements of Subpart CC !hat are applicable to the source 
are listed in Condition E. ·1 3.2 ·· National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants From 
Petroleum Refineries MESHAP. IDEM, OAQ considers that compliance v,1th the applicable 
requirements of Subpart CC v,111 verify assumptions in the potential to emit calculations. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 
l-Q€M,--OAQ-G0ns¼lef&-!-mit-tli-e--H;,q-b1+re-me-,'lt&-fu.r-,,0-fltro-l--0f--,;,q-b1+1;,m,1Hl--ls,-ak-s--a-p,llisalel0-fo-tl,,,. 
SG,l,lfGe-,--f,W,t,1,Klm,i--s,ut--flGt--l-imite.l--le--12H-0-v+siefl&-0f.4G-GF-R--6'1-,-S;,s,r•a-ft-GG,--de-m0Hstrnfo--a-f1-
a1,r•rn,ifia!e--l,w-el-0l'-wrnHl-f,---+-h0--re{l<lirnHlBflt&-0f-tl';.-, __ Sl¾bj,<Ut,,-arn-+,w,01ci,o-rat,¾1--ifl--tjq.-,_-p0mm,--iH 
Soc!ion E.13, and failure to oernply ,,,tjth tho applicable requirements is then a violation both of !ho 
porrni! and the regulation. Ne changes ,,,;ere made as a result of !his oornrnent. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 18: 

The IDEM Air Quality Analysis (Table 9) lists the results of a local (Class II) visibility analysis 
performed by IDEM. Upon request, IDEM provided the VISCREEN model output files upon which 
Table 9 was based. The background visual range used in the IDEM VISCREEN modeling was 25 
km, which implies a very hazy background visual condition. Using a background visual range of 
only 25 km underestimates the true visibility effects from any new emission sources. 

IDEM provided a citation for their background visual range (USEPA 1992). However, this 
document is outdated and the information presented does not reflect current visibility conditions, 
which have improved greatly over the last 20-plus years as emission controls have been 
instituted on coal-fired electric generating units and other large emission units. 

My recommendation is to use a mean visual range based on nearby visibility monitoring data. 
There is an IMPROVE visibility monitor at Mammoth Cave National Park that provides such 
information for the current environmental conditions. Based on IMPROVE visibility data obtained 
at [ HYPERLINK "https://views.cira.colostate.edu"], the mean visual range at Mammoth Cave NP 
is around 70 km. Any visibility analysis should use the mean visua I range (70 km), otherwise the 
data are meaningless in terms of describing the actual visibility impact from the proposed 
Riverview project. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 18: 

IDEM used U.S. EPA and Federal Land Manager (FLM) guidance in conducting its visibility 
analysis. The visibility analysis examines both long-range impacts as well as local impacts. Figure 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

9 in the U.S. EPA Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis presents a map 
showing the background visual range. The background visual range was used to conduct the 
local analysis. While developing the modeling, the source's consultant (KBR) received a 
comment from the FLM (email from Mr. Don Shepherd, NPS, February 20, 2018) regarding local 
visibility impacts on the Lincoln Boyhood National Memorial. The Lincoln Boyhood National 
Memorial is located south of the proposed Riverview location. IDEM conducted a local visibility 
analysis on the Lincoln Boyhood National Memorial and determined that the visibility impacts are 
below the screening criteria for a secondary analysis. IDEM used a 70 km background visual 
range in the analysis, which is larger than the value recommended in Figure 9 of the U.S. EPA 
guidance document. 

IDEM used a Q/D approach, as recommended by Federal Land Manager guidance, to assess 
visibility impacts in Mammoth Cave National Park. The Q/D approach is used as a screening 
technique to determine whether a more detailed long-range impact analysis needs to be 
conducted. The Q/D approach divides the total emissions of NOx, SO2, PM10, and H2SO4 by the 
distance between the federally protected class I area (Mammoth Cave National Park) and the 
proposed facility. The result of the Q/D test determined that emissions from the Riverview facility 
divided by the distance from Riverview to Mammoth Cave National Park fell well below the 
threshold ratio of 10. Please see the visibility analysis section of the Air Quality Modeling TSO for 
the exact values used in the Q/D calculation. The Q/D method is also documented in the following 
report: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.nature.nps.gov/air/Pubs/pdf/flag/FLAG_201 0.pdf"] 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 19: 

The air quality modeling analysis must include all project-related emissions and other nearby 
emission sources, including any secondary emissions from mobile sources. While mobile source 
emissions are not regulated by the Riverview PSD permit, they do impact local ambient air quality 
levels and as such, need to be addressed in the modeling. Based on the EPA Toxic Release 
Inventory (TRI) Explorer ([ HYPERLINK "https://iaspub.epa.gov" ]), Spencer County Indiana ranks 
as the 30th highest county in the United States for toxic releases to the environment. This fact 
demonstrates that other nearby sources contribute to local environmental contamination and that 
a comprehensive cumulative impact analysis is critical to the NAAQS/PSD compliance 
demonstration. 

In the case of the proposed Riverview project, mobile source emissions of significance include rail 
and/or truck traffic entering and leaving the facility. These emissions are new and will occur 
subsequent to the PSD minor source baseline date. Based on information from IDEM (2018b), 
the PSD minor source baseline date was triggered in 1996, except for SO2 where the current 
Riverview application becomes the PSD minor source baseline date trigger. For background 
information on minor source baseline dates and PSD increment consumption, please refer to 
USEPA (1990), aka "The Puzzle Book". 

Based on US EPA (1990), PSD increment consumption includes actual emission increases at any 
stationary source, area source, or mobile source occurring after the minor source baseline date. 
That definition means that any new source, including any mobile sources, consumes PSD 
increment if these emissions were new and subsequent to the minor source baseline date. 

Riverview plans to supply raw materials and ship out resulting products via rail. The rail traffic 
emissions are also new and subsequent to the applicable PSD baseline date (including any 
associated SO2 emissions) and as such, the rail traffic emissions consume PSD increment. IDEM 
needs to quantify the associated rail traffic emissions and include these emissions in a revised air 
dispersion modeling effort. This modeling also needs to address "worst-case" hourly SO2 and 
NOx emissions tied to rail/truck traffic in order to adequately assess compliance with the 1 -hour 
average SO2 and NO2 NAAQS. Furthermore, the increased rail traffic at Riverview constitutes 
"secondary emissions" under the PSD regulations and any PSD source impact analysis must 
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include any impacts from "secondary emissions". To date, this analysis has not been done by the 
applicant or by IDEM. 

Because these rail/truck traffic SO2 and NOx emissions consume PSD increment, the associated 
air quality impacts cannot be accounted for using only background concentration measurements. 

Lastly, there are several very large coal-fired electric generating stations and other large sources 
of SO2 and NOx emissions which were not included in the cumulative IDEM modeling 
assessment for NAAQS and PSD increment compliance, specifically: 

• Duke Energy Gibson Station 
• TVA Paradise Plant 
• Big Rivers DB Wilson Plant 
• Vectren's AB Brown plant 
• Big Rivers Reid and Henderson MPL 
• Big Rivers Coleman Plant 

IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 19: 

With regard to comments that regional large coal-fired electric generating units were not included 
in the modeling, many of the emission sources mentioned by commenters were outside the 
standard distance used to determine background inventories. This distance is 50 km plus the 
Significant Impact Area for each pollutant. The Guideline on Air Quality Models (Appendix W) 
cites AERMOD as the preferred near-field dispersion model of emissions for distances up to 
50km. In addition, the Guideline also states in 8.3.3(b)(iii): 

"(T)he number of nearby sources to be explicitly modeled in the air quality analysis is 
expected to be few except in unusual situations. In most cases, the few nearby sources 
will be located within the first 10 to 20 km from the source(s) under consideration. Owing 
to both the uniqueness of each modeling situation and the large number of variables 
involved in identifying nearby sources, no attempt is made here to comprehensively 
define a 'significant concentration gradient.' Rather, identification of nearby sources call 
for the exercise of professional judgement by the appropriate reviewing authority 
(paragraph 3.0(b)). This guidance is not intended to alter the exercise of that judgement 
or to comprehensively prescribe which sources should be included as nearby sources" 

Monitored background values account for sources that are too small and/or too distant to be 
modeled. IDEM believes that the more distant facilities mentioned by the commenters can be 
represented with background values. Commenters also mentioned that F.B. Culley should have 
been included in IDEM inventories. IDEM felt that it was prudent to add F.B. Culley in the 
modeling as an inventory source due to its proximity to the proposed Riverview facility. F.B. 
Culley is 44 kilometers away from the proposed Riverview location. In developing the modeled 
values for Culley, IDEM used permitted rates and actual operating levels during the most recent 
2-year period (2016-2017). Appendix Wallows for this approach as illustrated in Table 8-2 of the 
Guideline. Adding F. B. Culley did not result in a NAAQS violation for any of the pollutants over 
the significant impact levels. 

The commenter also mentioned that worst case hourly rail and truck traffic are not accounted for 
in the modeling. As de-scr-fl,ed--in-40--CfR-5;L'1-tfb}(-Hl0H:lefined at 326 IAC 2-2-1 (vv), secondary 
emissions do not include any emissions which come directly from a mobile source, such as 
emissions from the tailpipe of a motor vehicle, from a train, or from a vessel. IDEM used 
conservative background values for SO2, and higher NO2 background values than background 
concentrations measured from nearby monitors in Evansville and Owensboro. The higher NO2 
background values from the South Bend monitor used in this analysis further ensures that a 
conservative approach was taken in the analysis. 

See the revised Air Quality Analysis, Appendix C to this ATSD. 
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Valley Watch, Inc. Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Valley Watch, Inc. of Evansville, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Valley Watch Comment 1: 

Please accept these comments as one set of comments filed by Valley Watch, Inc., on the above 
captioned project. Valley Watch will also file joint comments through EarthJustice in a separate 
filing. 

First, I would like to formally file a complaint due to Mr. Logan's refusing to talk with me when I 
reached out to him earlier this year. It is clear from reading correspondence between Logan and 
the applicant that he was more than willing to engage them in an extremely cooperative manner 
throughout the permitting process. That same cooperative spirit should have been afforded to 
serious inquiries made by a concerned Hoosier who wished to ask some specific questions 
regarding his and others' discussions with Mr. Merle, Mr, Otte, Mr. Lang and others from Kellogg 
Brown and Root (KBR), the owners of the technology being proposed. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 1: 

Communications with a source and consultants during the permit review process, conducted 
nearly exclusively by email, involves questions and answers to issue that come up in the course 
of the work. Because of the strong interest in this permit, IDEM undertook the unusual practice of 
uploading email correspondence on a near-weekly basis to IDEM's on-line Virtual File Cabinet 
(https://vfc.idem.in.gov). While IDEM employees are expected to respond to members of the 
public with courtesy, agency employees are not required to submit to verbal abuse. After 
repeated contacts from an officer of the commenting organization, Mr. Logan was instructed to 
refer future contacts to Jenny Acker, the Permits Branch Chief. No changes were made as a 
result of this comment. 

Valley Watch Comment 2: 

Second, Valley Watch still questions how emissions projections for this plant were assessed, 
given that there are no operating plants using this technology with coal as a feedstock in the 
western hemisphere, if not the world. As far as we know, the only operating plants using the Veba 
Cambi Cracker technology are located in the autocratic countries of Russia and China and to 
date, we have been unable to ascertain anything specific about those emissions or even if they 
use coal or other feed stock as their feedstock. Riverview and KBR have failed to adequately 
measure those emissions, let alone measuring them using a feedstock of #6 Illinois Basin Coal 
which the applicant claims will be the feedstock for their process. To claim that any of the data 
presented by the applicant and their representatives is verifiable is simply not true. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 2: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 
Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 

With regard to the VEBA Cambi Cracker (VCC) technology, see IDEM Response to Valley Watch 
Comment 12. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Further, we object to the issuance of this permit as a "hybrid" project, part refinery and part a coal 
conversion process. If there is no classification for this type of unit, then it is incumbent on the 
applicant to build a much smaller demonstration facility, one that can operate using the same 
feedstock as the proposed plant and gathering real emissions data from the operation of that 
demonstration sized project instead of merely speculating on emissions as the applicant and 
IDEM have done with this draft permit. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 3: 

The draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit is in no sense a hybrid 
project and the term is not found in a quick search of the earliest correspondence. IDEM 
determined that the source is a petroleum refinery subject to various Standards of Performance 
for New Stationary Source (40 CFR 60) and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (40 CFR 61 and 63). The source is also determined to be a fuel conversion plant as 
listed at 326 IAC 2-2-1 (ff)(1) for determining the emissions thresholds of a major stationary 
source. It is perhaps true that some elements of this source, such as coal conveying and storage 
and hydrocarbon distillation, are rarely found in combination, but the potential to emit and 
appropriate controls for each element of the process are well established. There is no 
speculation in either the potential to emit calculations or the emissions limitations. No changes 
were made as a result of this comment. 

Valley Watch Comment 4: 

Also, we object to the issuance of this draft permit because the applicant failed to provide the 
necessary full year's worth of air monitoring at the site as required by both the Clean Air Act and 
its Amendments [42 U.S.C. 7475 Section 165 (e)(2)] and the Code of Federal Regulations 
[Section 51.166(iv)] as well as the New Source Review Workshop Manual. This was clearly not 
done as required prior to Riverview making application for their permit. In the absence of this 
data, especially in an area which is surrounded by so many mega sources of coal pollution 
including S02, NOx, H2s, CO, other HAPs, and VOC, it is virtually impossible to predict even 
accurate emissions impacts on the people and environment surrounding a proposed plant. Sadly, 
in this case, toxic emissions are huge just south of the proposed site with just two industries 
emitting nearly FIFTEEN MILLION pounds of toxic chemicals less than twenty miles away. 

Congress made the monitoring provision law exactly for situations like this one. This project is 
proposed for greenfield that is currently agricultural land and there is almost no real data available 
for this site. IDEM should have required monitors for ozone, fine and course particles, S02, N02, 
lead, and a regimen of HAPs before they ever accepted an application for this facility. IDEM 
simply ignored Congress' wishes, the Code of Federal Regulations and the New Source 
Workshop Manual in an effort to claim "no data, no problem." 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 4: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 
Monitoring 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

Review of the Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) for 2017 shows total air releases (fugitive and point 
source) for Spencer County represented 2.6% of the 15.4 million pounds of total on-site and off
site releases (including water and land releases). When evaluating only air releases in 2017, 
Spencer County was ranked as the 345th highest county out of 3234 counties (including county 
equivalent areas) in the United States. 
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No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Valley Watch Comment 5: 

Modeling issues abound 

All statistics classes admonish students that models are only as good as the input data they use. 
"Garbage in-Garbage out" is often the way it is referred. In this case, it is clear that the input data 
were in fact, "garbage." 

First, the modelers summarily failed to even input a number of significant sources of emissions. 
They did cherry pick the sources they wanted, including the emissions from the giant Rockport 
power plant in Rockport. They failed to acknowledge that this source has emissions mostly from a 
smokestack that is 1,040 feet above the ground. Those emissions are unlikely to have any impact 
on the proposed site since even when the wind blows from that source toward the plant site, 
those emissions will travel far overhead and not fall to the earth for some additional distance from 
the site. The Rockport plant (2600MVV) was the last plant in the USA to be granted permission to 
use a "tall stack." Under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 tall stacks were declared illegal 
and stack height was severely restricted. 

The Riverview site sits near the middle of the largest concentration of coal fired power plants in 
the western hemisphere. More than a dozen sources contribute to a chronic air pollution problem 
for the region. The entire area is inadequately served by any sort of monitoring network with only 
the Evansville metro area having monitors to really assess various ambient levels of pollution. 

KBR and IDEM modelers failed to include significant sources including: the Duke Energy Gibson 
power plant- 70 KM (3340 MW), TVA Paradise Fossil plant 100 KM (1150 MW), Big Rivers 
Electric Coleman Station 30 KM (443 MW), Big Rivers Green and Reid Stations 76 KM (584 
MW), Big Rivers DB Wilson plant 73 KM (417 MW), Vectren FB Culley power plant 41 KM (265 
MW), Vectren AB Brown power plant 70 KM (530 MW). 

All these sources reside upwind of the site some or most of the year and contribute to the overall 
ambient air quality of the Dale community. Of course the inclusion of these sources would add 
significantly to the model results and to leave them out is tantamount to total misrepresentation of 
the model if not actual fraud in our view. EPA should consider withdrawing the delegation they 
have given IDEM to administer air permitting for EPA since IDEM plays so loose and fast with 
data and other aspects of the permitting process in favor of applicant and polluters. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 5: 

IDEM, OAQ considers this comment to be the same as Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 19. See 
IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 19. 

Valley Watch Comment 6: 

To more clearly understand the apparent obfuscation practiced by IDEM and KBR in their 
modeling, it is important to note that for NO2, they chose/allowed a monitor more than 400 KM 
away to be used for model inputs. Apparently, the modelers simply chose to ignore the NO2 
monitor in Evansville, just 56 KM from the proposed plant site. It is anyone's guess as to why this 
sort of thing would happen but Valley Watch suspects the worst on the part of IDEM and their 
modelers since, in the past, we have caught IDEM actually altering the source code of the model 
to get the results they desired 
(See Exhibit 1-an affidavit by Dr. Howard Dunn that shows the incorrect data manipulation by 
IDEM). 

Editorial note: Exhibit 1, which followed the signature of the commenter's 
letter is inserted at the point of reference 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Exhibit Number 1 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

IN THE MATTER OF: CONAGRA SOYBEAN PSD APPEAL NOS. 98-27 and 98-28 
PROCESSING COMPANY 

PSD Permit No. CP-129-8541-00039 

AFFIDAVIT 

Howard E. Dunn, being duly sworn under oath, says and deposes as follows: 

1. The Affiant, Howard E. Dunn, is an adult and is competent to testify on the matters stated 
herein. 

2. The Affiant resides at . 

3. The Affiant has received a Doctorate of Philosophy in organic chemistry from the 
University of Illinois. He is employed as a professor of chemistry at the University of Southern Indiana, 
located in Evansville, Indiana. 

4. Approximately 9 to 10 years ago, the Affiant and several other scientists having a strong 
interest in environmental science issues formed an informal association known as ChemQuery. 
ChemQuery presently comprises 15 scientists. 

5. In 1998, Affiant became aware of public announcements of the plans of ConAgra 
Soybean Processing Company ("ConAgra") to locate a large soybean processing facility in Posey County, 
Indiana, in the vicinity of Mt. Vernon. 

6. As Affiant and certain other members of ChemQuery learned more of ConAgra's plans 
for the soybean processing plant, their concern grew over the potential adverse environmental impacts 
posed by the project. One of the particular concerns involved the projected potential emissions of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (Nox) from the proposed plant's operations, since these 
air pollutants are generally recognized as precursors of ozone formation. These concerns arose, in part, 
from the historical difficulties experienced by Vanderburgh and Posey Counties in achieving compliance 
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's former one-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS) for ozone of 120 parts per billion (ppb). 

7. The PSD permit for the proposed ConAgra plant was issued by IDEM in mid-August, 
1998. The permit, as issued, would allow 937 tons per year of VOC emissions. This represents a very 
substantial increase above allowable VOC emissions from other stationary sources in or affecting 
Vanderburgh County, Indiana. 

8. As Affiant investigated the proposed PSD permit for the ConAgra plant and the technical 
information concerning the projected ozone impacts, his concerns grew. Affiant became aware of 
questions over the technical validity of the air quality modeling employed by the Indiana Department of 
Environmental Management (I DEM) to assess the projected ozone impacts. One source of these 
questions was a technical review of the IDEM modeling by a technical consulting firm known as 
ENVIRON. The ENVIRON review concluded, among other things, that certain inputs to the RPM-IV air 
quality model used by IDEM were not correctly stated, with the result that ambient ozone concentrations 
would be underpredicted by the model.. 

9. Affiant and others from ChemQuery raised their concerns, as described above, to officials 
at the IDEM over a period of several months during late 1998 and early 1999. Among other actions, 
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ChemQuery requested that IDEM rerun the RPM model with corrected inputs and make the results 
available to ChemQuery. 

10. In early April, 1999, Janet McCabe, Assistant Commissioner for the IDEM's Office of Air 
Management, invited Affiant and other members of ChemQuery to visit IDEM on April 13, 1999, to 
discuss the issues over air quality modeling pertaining to the ConAgra PSD permit. 

11. On April 13, 1999, Affiant and two other members of ChemQuery, Dr. Jeff Seyler and Dr. 
Tom Pickett, as well as Dr. Joanne Alexandrovich, the ozone officer from Vanderburgh County's Health 
Department, met with IDEM representatives involved in the air quality modeling for the ConAgra permit, 
including Mark Derf, Ken Ritter, and others. 

12. During the meeting of April 13, 1999, at IDEM, Mark Derf conducted a run of the RPM-IV 
modeling program with the following corrected input parameters: 

Actual meteorological conditions for the test date of July 12, 1995; 
Actual measured ambient NOx values for Vanderburgh County for this date; 
Corrected NO to NO2 emission ratio (95:5 rather than 5:95, on a mass basis); and 
Corrected molecular weight for the PAR parameter to reflect hexane emissions (14 g/mole rather than 
86.2 g/mole) in accordance with the RPM-IV operator's manual. 

With these revised inputs, which are consistent with the ENVIRON criticisms, the RPM model output 
predicted an increase in ambient ozone concentration of seven (7) ppb as a 
result of the proposed emissions from the ConAgra plant in contrast to the one (1) ppb ozone impact 
previously predicted by IDEM's modeling. In addition, the time of the predicted peak ozone concentration 
shifted from late morning as depicted by IDEM's modeling in support of the ConAgra permit to late 
afternoon with the revised inputs, as would be expected from ambient monitoring. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAITH NOT. 

Howard E. Dunn, Ph.D. 

STATE OF INDIANA 
) SS: 

COUNTY OF VANDERBURGH ) 

Before the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said County and State, on this ____ day of 
April, 1999, personally appeared Howard E. Dunn, Ph.D., who, being sworn upon oath, stated that the 
foregoing statements are true and accurate and acknowledged his signature as appearing hereinabove. 

Notary Public 

Printed 

My Commission expires: Residing in _____ County, IN 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 6: 

IDEM, OAQ considers so much of this comment as relates to the selection of background data for 
modeling to be the same as General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 
Monitoring. See IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations 
and Monitoring. 
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With regard to the commenter's Exhibit 1, the affidavit submitted in the ConAgra appeal, the 
Environmental Appeals Board (the Board) in Washington D.C. reviewed appeals 98-27 & 98-28 
(including Dr. Howard Dunn's deposition) concerning a Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
permit IDEM issued to ConAgra Soybean Processing Company (ConAgra) in 1998. The Board 
reviewed and addressed each of the petitioners' four contentions. The first contention was the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Ozone and the air quality analysis conducted by IDEM. 
The Board reviewed all the facts and depositions and found I DEM did not clearly err in concluding 
that ConAgra's facility would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS for ozone. 
This review was based on the fact that there was no U.S. EPA guidance for addressing a facility's 
contribution to ozone concentrations at that time. The Board issued an order denying review of 
this issue. In fact, with the revision to Appendix W: Enhancements to the AERMOD Dispersion 
Modeling System and Incorporation of Approaches to Address Ozone and Fine Particulate 
Matter, effective February 16, 2017, U.S. EPA developed Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors 
(MERPS) as a demonstration tool to evaluate source contribution to ozone. If conducted today, a 
ME RPS review of the ConAgra source would fall below the most conservative ME RPS values for 
VOC and NOx emissions throughout Indiana and would not be expected to threaten any critical 
air quality thresholds. 

The commenter's charge that IDEM altered source code in any model is almost too vague for 
response. Based on discussions with IDEM employees involved in the ConAgra appeal 
discussed above, the issue seems to be to a line of code in that model that referenced a flexible 
parameter. The RPM-IV model run described in affidavit paragraph 12 set that parameter to the 
commenter's preferred value instead of the default value IDEM had used. Nevertheless, the 
Environmental Appeals Board found as described in the paragraph above. The accusation of 
altering source code was not sustained. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Valley Watch Comment 7: 

On another occasion, in 2008, IDEM petitioned USEPA to redesignate Evansville and 
Vanderburgh County as attainment of the NAAQS for fine particles. Sadly, and what we believe to 
be fraudulent, IDEM simply left out days when the region was under air quality alerts for fine 
particles according to AirNow in offering their petition to EPA to claim attainment (See Exhibit 2). 

Editorial note: Exhibit 2, which followed the signature of the commenter's 
letter is inserted at the point of reference 

Exhibit Number 2 

The first part of this exhibit is a narrative from comments filed by Valley Watch, Inc. dated March 27, 2008 
regarding a petition by the Indiana Department of Environmental Management to redesignate 
Vanderburgh County as "attainment" of the NAAQS for fine particles that year. After the narrative there 
are four spreadsheets showing the missing data discussed in the narrative for 2004-2007. Together, they 
show what Valley Watch believes is corrupt intent on the part of IDEM to use extremely cherry picked 
data to make their case. And if they did it then, they are likely to do the same now. 

"Serious Data Gaps in this analysis 

IDEM would have us believe that actual data shows that over the last several years fine particle levels 
have improved to the point that we can be considered in "attainment" of the NAAQS for PM2.5. 

Unfortunately, the data they seek to base that determination on has serious gaps which should stop this 
action in its tracks until at least another year of data is collected in order to see a valid picture of the 
trends IDEM suggest will make and keep our air clean and healthy. 

First, IDEM has chosen to use data from 2004, 2005 and 2006 to prove their case. That, by itself is faulty 
since data is available for 2007 and it is well known that 2004 was a year that had an exceptionally cool 
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summer. EPA guidance, which is usually not followed, demands that periods of "unusual meteorological 
conditions" should not be used in determining the designation of attainment status for the NAAQS. 

Because 2004 was exceptionally cool, the conditions for build up of fine particles simply did not happen. 
That resulted in reduced output of the numerous power plants in the region to run air conditioners, etc. 

But, that is only a minor aspect of the serious data gaps we have identified. If data for 2005, 2006 and 
2007 is used, which is appropriate, it is easy to find huge gaps that make any determination to attainment 
dubious if not fraudulent. 

IDEM claims to have data to back up this petition but when 13% of the data is missing in 2006 and 16% in 
2007, mostly during periods when high levels of fine particles are historically formed, their whole data set 
must be thrown into question. 

In 2006 and 2007 numerous readings from the "official" monitor located at the Evansville Civic Center 
were missing entirely. In fact, during the months of June and August, two months when fine particle 
formation has historically been at its peak, more than half of the data is missing from this analysis. 

In June, six out of ten measurements are missing. In August, five out ten measurements are also missing. 

But it is not simply the fact that the data is missing that is a problem, it is also a problem that on nine of 
the eleven missing days during those months, PM 2.5 levels at the other Evansville monitors showed 
values in excess of the Annual NAQQS for PM 2.5 with several reaching levels that doubled the standard. 
Please see Exhibit 3 a spreadsheet of missing data from 2006 and 2007. 

Who knows what the reading on the Civic Center monitor would have been? We feel that this significant 
data gap is sufficient reason to stop this process before it goes any further. 

What caused the data gaps is uncertain. Malfeasance, ineptitude, even intent could be responsible. For 
years the monitors have been the responsibility of the Evansville EPA Over those same years, the local 
EPA has been an advocate of relaxed air pollution rules and has shown a distinct bias toward increased 
economic activity instead of the protection of people's health. They have been unusually slow in alerting 
the public when pollution increases to unsafe levels. 

The head of the Evansville EPA, the person responsible for collecting the data is a former member of the 
"Environmental Committee" of the local Chamber of Commerce. Now, she is married to another 
Committee member. 

The Chamber is presided over by a man, who just last year very publicly complained about our PM 2.5 
designation as somehow being unfair. Specifically, Chamber president, Matt Meadors declared at the 
Energy Summit of Southwest Indiana on August 31, 2007, "Personally, I believe the designation is unfair 
and shortsighted, I do not believe the region deserves to be punished and penalized simply because we 
have been blessed with an abundance of coal and the corresponding coal generating power facilities that 
locate here on top of these deposits." 

We do not like the appearance of all this. The connections between the regulators and those they are 
supposed to regulate should be above even the appearance of impropriety. In this case they clearly are 
not 

What is the reason so many days of data are missing, especially when evidence is available to show that 
particle levels were high enough to raise the overall design value that pertains to air quality designations. 
There is no explanation attached to anything we have read to explain why any data is missing. Who 
knows? Was it lost? Was it contaminated? Are the filer samples still available for analysis? Have the 
been tampered with? These are questions that need answers before we can claim air quality is now safe. 

If our design value was approaching the level recommended by CASAC of 14 µg/m3, a level that is 
considered "safe," data missing on days of high levels would not be such an issue. But, in this case, 
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IDEM is seeking to use incomplete data, knowing that there are significant and germane gaps in its 
veracity with design values extremely close to the standard already. 

The three year readings for this region, even by IDEM calculations using incomplete data, meet the 
standard with very little room for error. One monitor, at the University of Evansville even surpasses the 
standard but through 'rounding" manipulation IDEM claims that levels above the standard are "equal to or 
lower than the standard,' a bureaucratic spin if we ever saw one. 

Valley Watch believes that this petition should be rejected due to the high level of uncertainty presented 
by the data IDEM is using that has so many significant gaps at times when those gaps could, indeed, 
change the outcome of the petition. 

To have values based on faulty data determine attainment of a standard that is already set too high to be 
protective of human health is not what the whole NAAQS process was intended to be when Congress 
passed the Clean Air Act 

Congress clearly wanted the Act to function to protect health with a margin of safety. This petition is a 
rejection of the principles codified in the Act in that it is clearly designed to allow for increased pollution in 
an area that already has air saturated with toxic chemicals, fine particles and ozone. All these chemicals 
impact the general health of the people of this region and IDEM knows that-they just don't seem to care. 

We are uncertain what the compilation of another year's data would yield but whatever the re suit would 
be, it is essential that a redesignation be based on complete and verifiable data. In this case, the data is 
neither complete or verifiable and the petition should be rejected." 

~ 
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The Dale PM2.5 monitor is located 1.7 miles (2.7 kilometers) southwest of the proposed source. 
PM2.5 monitored values continue to trend downward as the 2015-2017 annual PM2.5 design value 
of 8. 7 µg/m3 at Dale is well below the annual PM 2.5 NAAQS of 12.0 µg/m3 and the 2015-2017 24-
hour PM 2.5 design value of 19 µg/m 3 is below the 24-hour PM 2.5 NAAQS of 35 µg/m3. The Jasper 
(Dubois County) and Evansville (Vanderburgh County) PM2.5 monitors validate the PM2.s 
concentrations within the southwest Indiana airshed as the Jasper 2015-2017 annual PM2.s 
design value was 8.9 µg/m3 and the 2015-2017 24-hour PM 2.5 design value was 20 µg/m3. The 
Evansville PM 2.5 monitors have similar annual and 24-hour PM2.5 design values as well, all values 
well below the annual and 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS. Note in particular that a disclaimer at the 
bottom of the "About AirNow'' page ([ HYPERLINK 
"https://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=topics.about_airnow" ]) reads, "AirNow data are used only 
to report the AQI, not to formulate or support regulation, guidance or any other EPA decision or 
position." 

With regard to the commenter's Exhibit 2, regarding the organization's comment on the 2008 
redesignation petition, IDEM notes that at the time, U.S. EPA did not find the commenter's 
argument convincing. The data analysis for the PM2.5 redesignation request showed a high 
correlation of the PM2.5 monitored values among the three Evansville PM2.5 monitors (University 
of Evansville, Civic Center and West Mill Road) and daily concentrations tracked well among the 
three monitors. It was determined that the University of Evansville PM2.5 monitoring data best 
represented air quality in the Evansville area. It should be noted that while U.S. EPA viewed 
IDEM's redesignation request as valid, it could not act on the request at the time because of a 
remand of the Clean Air Interstate Rule (GAIR), which prevented U.S. EPA from deeming the 
emission reductions that aided the Vanderburgh County area in attaining the PM 2.s standard as 
permanent and enforceable. Emission reductions mandated as a result of the Cross-State Air 
Pollution Rule (CSAPR) allowed U.S. EPA to finalize the approval of the requested State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision for Vanderburgh County and redesignate the Evansville 
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PM2.5 nonattainment area to attainment for the annual 1997 PM2.5 standard. The redesignation 
became effective on October 27, 2011. PM2.s values have continued to decline at all three 
Evansville monitors and continue to meet the current (2012) annual PM 2.5 standard of 12.0 
micrograms per cubic meters. No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Valley Watch Comment 8: 

We feel that IDEM has little regard for actual facts when it comes to giving permission for a new 
source to pollute and distrust them greatly. Further, we were told by a State Representative 
shortly after a new Commissioner took office that the new Commissioner told him very directly 
that IDEM from that point on (2005) was now to be considered "an economic development 
agency." Since then, they have proven that statement true repeatedly, especially when it comes 
to coal either for mining or for its use as fuel or in this case feedstock. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 8: 

IDEM does not "give permission for a new source to pollute". IDEM issues permits that may or 
may not include limits on emissions, but always include the monitoring, record keeping, and 
reporting requirements necessary to demonstrate compliance with applicable requirements. 

IDEM, OAQ cannot consider hearsay about statements from an unnamed source regarding 
statements of another unnamed source as in any way relevant to the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

No changes were made as a result of this comment. 

Valley Watch Comment 9: 

It should also be noted that a recent study, published by Resources for the Future ([ HYPER LINK 
"http://www.rff.org/valuables/research/publications/using-satellite-data-fill-gaps-us-air-pollution
monitoring-network"] linked due to size) makes a credible case that satellite data and a lack of 
empirical data from monitors on the ground indicates that Spencer County should already be 
considered as non-attainment of the fine particle NAAQS (see testimony of Jean Webb). If that 
credible evidence is taken into account, it could be that Riverview Energy would be forced to find 
"offsets" for all of their criteria pollutants. This is clearly another example of IDEM failing to do 
their due diligence to actually predict the overall impact of a new facility in Spencer County. This 
is yet another reason why Congress required a full year's worth of pre-construction monitoring 
prior to filing an application for a TV or Operating Permit. IDEM requires no pre-construction 
monitoring and thus, cannot do much more than speculate on the impacts a new source will have. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 9: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 
Monitoring 

IDEM appreciates the information concerning use of satellite data to determine air quality 
concentrations in areas with no monitors in a specific location. Despite the research and work 
conducted for the Sullivan/Krupnick research abstract, this technology is yet unproven to 
determine concentrations or provide reliable information that meets U.S. EPA standards for 
monitoring data to be credibly used in designation, state/federal permitting or rulemaking 
processes. IDEM relies on the Clean Air Act and U.S. EPA regulations and guidance to assess 
the air quality concentrations from ambient air monitors. U.S. EPA continues to work with National 
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Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and other entities to use satellite imagery and 
other technologies for analyzing air pollutants in the future. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Valley Watch Comment 10: 

Carbon Dioxide 

In the last six weeks, citizens of the world and the USA have been informed of a pending disaster 
from the increased and continual emissions of carbon dioxide. The UN Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change ([ HYPER LINK "http://www.ipcc.ch"]) and the Federal Government's, 
National Climate Assessment ([ HYPER LINK "https://nca2014.globalchange.gov/report"]) both 
warned of dire impacts on human health, agriculture, disaster preparedness, global economies, 
species extinction and more. Both reports, prepared by distinguished groups of actual scientists, 
called for the immediate reduction in emissions of greenhouse gases including CO2. 

While the draft permit allows for the direct emission of 2,276 tons per year of CO2, it fails to 
address the huge emissions of carbon dioxide from the burning of the product coming from the 
plant which is 3,777,312 tons per year assuming all of the product is actually consumed. 
Additionally the CO2 emitted from consuming the Naphtha product is 983,813 tons each year. 
That then totals 4,763,401 tons of CO2 emissions emanating from the facility and the product it 
will produce each year. 

Of course there are other emissions that will impact climate as well. Those include the CO2 
emissions from coal mining for the feedstock of the plant, those CO2 emissions from transporting 
coal and other products to the site, the operation generated emissions of the electrical usage of 
the plant as well as plant illumination and pumps for water input to the plant and wastewater from 
the plant, etc. There are also methane emissions from fugitive leaks from the plant as well as any 
of the naphtha, which is highly volatile. 

If we are warned that we must reduce our CO2 and other greenhouse emissions by scientists 
across the world, it seems fool hardy to allow this facility to introduce nearly five million additional 
tons of CO2 to the atmosphere each year it is in operation. 

IDEM claims it has zero legal authority to address the massive new emissions of CO2 this plant 
will cause. But the original law that set up the Agency, passed by the Indiana Legislature gives 
them broad, but mostly unused, authority to protect the health and environment of the entire 
state. IDEM should exercise this authority for all pollutants in assessing this permit instead of 
purely relying on the dreams and prognostications of an applicant who sees this proposal as a 
pathway to riches. 

Since IDEM is determined to permit this facility to operate, it must require that those emissions be 
offset in their entirety in this same region so as to protect the health of the planet and all Hoosiers 
in the future. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 10: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

With regard to the commenter's reference to emissions generated by use of the product diesel 
fuel and naphtha by the final end users (consumers), the draft PSD/New Source Construction and 
Part 70 Operating Permit is concerned only with the emissions generated by this stationary 
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source. Any use of the products by the final end users (consumers) as motor vehicle fuel is 
subject to applicable motor vehicle emission and fuel economy standards. Use of product 
naphtha by the final end users (consumers) in any other application is outside the scope of the 
draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit and would be a matter of 
concern for the final end users (consumers) where such use takes place. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Valley Watch Comment 11: 

"No Significant Impacts" 

IDEM failed miserably to adequately analyze the impacts this plant will have on the surrounding 
region. But in their public notice of the issuance of a draft permit, they arrogantly declared the 
plant would have, "no significant impacts." That moniker was seen across the USA as the 
Associated Press reported it in headlines across the country. 

First, that defies reason. IDEM apparently does not consider the fact that this plant is being built 
inside the town limits of Dale and will usurp more than 500 acres of the town's physical size, not 
quite doubling the size. Further, it is a coal refinery and even it if was nothing more than handling 
the huge quantities of coal required, it would have a major impact on the lives, health and 
environment of the people who now reside in an essentially rural environment that will be forced 
to live in what will be described as a major industrial undertaking. 

Noise, light, dirt and dust, increased traffic, power lines, pipelines, coal laden unit trains, handling 
coal will irrevocably change their lives, but sadly, they will not be allowed any sort of input into 
that decision. It is questionable if any IDEM employee had even visited the subject town, or the 
proposed site prior to the public hearing on this permit on December 5, 2018. 

Additionally, IDEM and its staff lack the necessary qualifications to make determinations 
regarding epidemiological impacts resulting from the operation of th is plant If those people 
actually do exist, then they should be identified, along with their academic credentials 
enumerated. This is necessitated since IDEM is claiming expertise they do not have as far as we 
can tell. 

IDEM has a history of being in business to make sure that pollution is permitted any time an 
applicant desires. They admit as much in the "Permit Summary" they distributed at the Public 
Hearing December 5, 2018 in Lincoln City, IN, saying they are "required" to issue permits 
essentially if the applicant crosses their "t''s and dots their ''i''s. Valley Watch has been following 
IDEM since its inception in 1986 and we know of zero applications they have not allowed to get 
permitted. 

And, often, those permits are rewritten by IDEM to accommodate polluters' needs over the health 
of the people who are then forced to live next to a major polluter. If a permit holder cannot meet 
the conditions of their permit, it is common for IDEM to issue a "significant permit modification" to 
further accommodate their needs even if construction has yet to begin. If a permit holder has a 
hard time meeting the construction time requirements of a permit due to a variety of reasons, 
IDEM always issues an eighteen-month extension and has been known to do so more than once 
without any updates to the BACT or LAER requirements, no matter if significant technological 
improvements have been made to emission controls. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 11: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 
Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Valley Watch Comment 12: 

Veba Cambi Cracker Technology 

The applicant makes a big deal out of the fact that the developer of the original version of this 
technology was awarded a Nobel Prize. That was in 1931 in Nazi Germany, who was desperate 
for liquid fuels as they began their military build up which ended with WWII. They do not say why 
this technology lost out to Fischer -Tropsch technology that achieved the same end product. The 
Hitler regime chose Fischer -Tropsch over Veba Cambi Cracker for reasons Valley Watch 
suspects are tied to economics, poison and waste. 

Additionally, when the Nazi regime ended, many Nazi sympathizers fled to South Africa after the 
War where they sought to use the Fischer-Tropsch process to keep liquid fuels flowing in that 
country under apartheid. SASOL, LTD., used the Fischer-Tropsch process to derive liquid fuels 
because most oil producing countries across the globe sanctioned crude oil sales to South Africa 
during that dubious time. Veba Cambi Cracker technology was available to that company but lost 
out due to a variety of reasons, including economic costs. 

In November, 2018, SASOL announced they were abandoning their entire coal to liquids program 
because it was no longer competitive and the environmental and health costs were too high for it 
to be sustained. All along, SASOL had the Veba Cambi Cracker technology available to them to 
alter their business model but chose to abandon coal to liquids technology all together. 

Currently, according to IDEM's Doug Logan, the Veba Cambi Cracker is not currently operating 
anywhere in the world although there have been two of them built in the autocratic countries of 
Russia and China. Why they are no longer operating is anyone's guess but IDEM was not even 
concerned enough with that fact to investigate why. 

Since IDEM has done little to nothing to investigate emissions or operating parameters for the 
Veba Cambi Cracker in either China or Russia, Valley Watch assumes that they are not operating 
using coal as a feedstock and are more likely to be using cleaner, higher carbon content 
"petroleum coke" to fuel their process. Pet Coke as it is often referred, is not a perfect fuel but 
since it is a waste product of petroleum refining, we know that it lacks the quantities and qualities 
of the contaminants that are found in #6 Illinois coal. Therefore, the emissions even if they were 
quantified from the existing, but not operating Veba Cambi Cracker plants in the communist 
countries of China and Russia, would likely be considerably less than highly contaminated #6 
Illinois coal. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 12: 

IDEM's authority does not allow the air permit to address issues such as The economic viability 
and political history of coal-to-liquids processes. 

The VEBA Cambi Cracker (VCC) process is a recent improvement of the hydrogenation reactor. 
The VCC process is more widely applied to upgrading petroleum residuals and petroleum coke 
into salable products. Licensing the VCC process for coal hydrogenation is not novel. Use of 
higher carbon feeds, as the commenter characterizes petroleum coke, is not necessarily an 
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advantage since such feed would demand relatively more hydrogen which is produced in a steam 
hydrocarbon reforming process that produces carbon monoxide as a coproduct. Combustion of 
that additional CO as the energy source for reforming would then incrementally increase the 
carbon dioxide emissions, which the commenter expressed concern about elsewhere (see Valley 
Watch Comment 10), of the source. 

With regard to the commenter's statement about investigating emissions from similar plants in 
China and Russia, as noted in Environmental Assessment Report: Solvent Refined Coal (SRC) 
Systems, (EPA-600/7-79-146, June 1979): 

"[The coal conversion] process is, for the most part, an enclosed and pressurized 
system. Consequently, air emissions during regular plant operations arise 
primarily from auxiliary parts of the system, such as the cooling towers, boilers, 
acid gas treatment, and sulfur recovery process. Process related emissions 
should be limited to leaks in pump seals valves, joints, and flanges and from 
product handling and storage." 

Because methodologies for determining the potential to emit of the categories of emissions units 
found at the source are well established in IDEM practice, the need for information from foreign 
sources is not compelling. More recently-updated references such the current edition of AP-42 
are also considered more informative than older sources like (for example) the 1979 document 
quoted above. The SRC process model discussed in the 1979 reference also used somewhat 
different auxiliary processes than the proposed source including a coal-fired boiler and Stretford 
rather than Claus sulfur recovery. 

IDEM, OAQ is not in a position to question a source's business model. The proposed permit is 
strictly based on the potential to emit air pollution and applicable state and federal rules and 
regulations. See IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit. 

Valley Watch Comment 13: 

Financial Considerations not considered 

This plant, once it commences construction, will irrevocably alter the physical nature of the Dale 
community and town. Even if construction begins and is not finished, as Valley Watch feels is 
likely to be the case, the visual and physical landscape of the community will be significantly and 
permanently changed. Valley Watch would assert that IDEM should require the applicant to 
restore the site to its original topography as agricultural land if the applicant begins but does not 
finish the project as planned in a timely fashion. Indiana greenfield availability is a serious issue 
for new developments and across the nation as climate change and a host of other environmental 
issues challenge developers, especially for issues like ample fresh water. 

IDEM should undertake a thorough examination of the financial resources and responsibility of 
the applicant to assure that once they begin construction, they are financially capable of finishing 
it, including inflationary factors impacting steel, and other components used in the plant. This 
analysis should also include all the pollution controls required in the permit and accurate cost 
analysis of the project. Currently, the applicant claims the plant will cost $2.5 billion to construct 
but that figure has not changed since the applicant first proposed building this plant in Vermillion 
County in 2010. Several aspects of the proposal have experienced significant cost increases both 
due to inflation as well as the recent tariffs imposed on steel and aluminum by the Trump 
Administration just this year. 

IDEM should not issue a final permit until they are fully confident this applicant has the financial 
resources to build and finish the project in a timely manner or else make, as a condition of the 
permit the provision Valley Watch has requested above. 

In this regard, it should be noted that the Dale, IN Zoning Board stated during public discussion of 
the zoning change from agriculture to major industrial that if the plant is not built, the industrial 
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zoning would be withdrawn and the land zoned back to agriculture. IDEM should reflect the same 
if they actually issue a Final Permit for Riverview to construct and operate. 

IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 13: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

Any requirement for restoration of the property in the event of a halt in construction is outside the 
scope of the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. For information 
about brownfields and links to the Indiana Finance Authority program, please see [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/idem/cleanups/2353.htm" ]. Local zoning agencies may also have authority 
related to restoration of the site to agricultural use in the future, however any decisions of local 
zoning authorities are also outside the scope of this draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 
70 Operating Permit. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Valley Watch Comment 14: 

Conclusion 

This draft permit is close to fraudulent. No data is given to support it but vague assurances from 
the applicant and possible vendors as to its veracity. In too many cases, IDEM even leaves the 
choice of technology for emission controls undetermined. 

IDEM's "modeling" of potential emissions is seriously flawed and should be redone using sources 
of real data including requiring the applicant to monitor various air quality parameters for a full 
year prior to issuing a new draft permit for public review, as required by the Clean Air Act 

IDEM should also include ALL the numerous sources of pollution that were left out of the model 
runs IDEM and the applicant performed. To use a model absent those sources to determine the 
impacts to health and the environment is tantamount to fraudulent behavior and IDEM should be 
ashamed to present such a model for public review. 

It is known that numerous phone calls and meetings with the applicant took place but IDEM offers 
no records of the discussion or decisions that took place in those meetings and calls for the public 
to review and ascertain for themselves whether IDEM is acting according to established law and 
regulation. 

IDEM has failed to comply with Indiana's Public Records regulations throughout this permitting 
process. Valley Watch and colleagues have made formal Public Records requests as early as 
late summer which IDEM has failed to comply with Public Records regulation. 

IDEM refuses to extend the comment period for the permit as Valley Watch and colleagues have 
requested until they actually do comply with the Public Records request. We continue with that 
request in these comments. 

IDEM makes hyperbolic statements regarding the impacts this plant will cause and offers near 
zero proof to support those statements. 
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This technology has a limited and questionable history. Just because there are two facilities using 
this technology in two autocratic, dictatorships does not mean that the technology is appropriate 
for the United States, whose democracy is dedicated to serving all its citizens and not just the 
upper economic class. Real emissions data may be available for those !we projects but IDEM 
made no effort to even investigate that possibility, And if they had, the data would not accurately 
reflect on the likely emissions from the proposed plant due to differences in feed stocks. 

This project is little more than an experiment, both for the technology involved but also as to its 
impact on human health and environment of the surrounding region. IDEM, in this draft permit, 
almost completely dismisses the experimental nature of the proposal and ignores the fact that 
there is almost zero actual data to be used to determine the levels of control necessary to 
adequately maintain safe air quality in the region. This is especially true in the BACT and LAER 
analyses of the proposal. 

Last, Valley Watch has serious problems with the below picture of Indiana Governor Eric 
Holcomb and Riverview president, Greg Merle exchanging pleasantries outside the American 
Embassy in Switzerland last Spring, at a time when IDEM was supposed to be undertaking a 
serious review of the project unfettered by political considerations. Since the Governor was out of 
the State and the Country at the time, we are unsure if laws regarding conflicts of interest, 
political donations, agreements, and a multitude of other corrupt possibilities would apply to such 
a meeting. But at the very least, knowing that this meeting even took place raises serious 
questions as to the influence the Governor may have exerted in issuing this Draft Permit. The 
Governor, at a minimum, raised a red flag allowing this meeting to take place in a foreign land 
with someone who had direct business (this Draft Permit) with the state at the same time. 

We look forward to your complete response to our concerns and hope that you will refuse to issue 
a Final Permit to this plant until those answers are given and verified. 

Sincerely, 

(signed) 
John Blair, president 

Cc: media, Michael Langman (USEPA Region 5), Paymon Danesh (USEAP Region 5), 
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Although the heading of this portion of the commenter's letter is "Conclusion", the text introduces 
some new opinions as well as repeating specific comments discussed above. 

IDEM, OAQ considers the first and ninth paragraphs of this conclusion, relating to data and 
technology choices, to be the same as Valley Watch Comment 2. See IDEM Response to Valley 
Watch Comment 2. 

IDEM, OAQ considers the second, third and seventh paragraphs of this conclusion, relating to 
modeling, to be the same as Valley Watch Comment 5. See IDEM Response to Valley Watch 
Comment 5. 

IDEM, OAQ considers the fourth, fifth, and sixth paragraph of this conclusion, relating to public 
participation, to be the same as Earthjustice Comment 8. See IDEM Response to Earthjustice 
Comment 8. 

IDEM, OAQ considers the eighth paragraph of this conclusion, relating to the process technology, 
to be the same as Valley Watch Comment 12. See IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 
12. 

With regard to the final paragraph of this conclusion referencing an image of the Governor posing 
with the president of Riverview Energy Corporation, the permit writer has felt no pressure from 
any official of IDEM or other elements of the state government during this permit review process. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. submitted comments to 
IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 1: 

I represent Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life in Dale, Indiana. We are currently in 
possession of petitions against Riverview Energy's refinery totaling 1632 signatures and counting. 
We are gravely concerned about the long-term environmental, health, and economic implications 
Riverview Energy's proposed coal-to-diesel refinery will have on Dale and surrounding 
communities. 

IDEM Response to Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement 
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After, reviewing the air quality draft permit, our concerns have become a reality as we digest what 
is in the draft permit. 

If you approve this permit, you will be putting the health and quality of life of Dale residents and 
residents in surrounding areas, at extreme risk. This plant is unproven technology in the Western 
Hemisphere and to my knowledge, there is no model of the refinery and according to some of the 
statements in your virtual file, the refinery plans are not complete. We do not understand how you 
can approve a permit that does not have detailed information on the construction and design of 
the refinery. This leaves us to wonder if a lot of the information in this draft permit is conjecture. 
Can you please provide us with more detailed information about the design of this refinery? 

IDEM Response to Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 2: 

IDEM, OAQ considers this comment to be the same as Earthjustice Comment 1. See IDEM 
Response to Earthjustice Comment 1. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 3: 

Of course, our big concern is that of the over 60 tons of Hazardous Air Pollutants that the permit 
will allow Riverview Energy to emit into our atmosphere annually. These, according to the permit, 
include Benzene, Hexane, Toluene's, and Xylenes. All are known carcinogens. How can release 
of such harmful pollutants not have a significant impact on the residents of Southwestern 
Indiana? The Hazardous Air Pollutants aren't the only concern. How can you approve a permit 
that will create noxious odors (rotten egg smell) from hydrogen sulfide, noise pollution and visual
light pollution? All of these will drastically change the quality of life in our area. 

IDEM Response to Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 3: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 4: 

The Carbon Dioxide that you are going to allow Riverview Energy to release, if this permit is 
approved, will be over 2.2 million tons per year. Have you read the UN and U S Government's 
dire reports that insists we must reduce Carbon emissions by 2030? Does this not concern you 
that when the rest of the world is trying to correct the problem, you want to allow the state of 
Indiana to contribute to the problem? The claim by Riverview Energy that this is a cleaner way to 
produce diesel fuel is, according to the US Energy Information Administration (headed by Energy 
Secretary Rick Perry), a falsehood. They state that producing diesel fuel from coal emits nearly 
twice as much carbon as crude oil-to-diesel production, and 15 times as much carbon as 
biodiesel production. Does this make since to you, besides being more expensive to produce, it 
will add twice as much carbon? We should be better stewards of our world and the citizens of 
Indiana. 
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IDEM Response to Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 4: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 5: 

According to the EPA Toxic Release Inventory, Spencer County is 23rd out of over 3000 counties 
in the country. How can you justify allowing a permit that will increase the toxins released in 
Spencer County? We have only one monitor in our county and sits atop of David Turnham 
Elementary School (one mile from the proposed refinery site) it monitors fine particulates. We 
understand according to a letter received from your office that monitors are placed according to 
population. Do we understand, since we are not a very populated county that our lives or not as 
precious as those in heavily populated counties? We also see that you used monitors in South 
Bend, Indiana, 282 miles away, to get readings on SO2. To our understanding, there is a monitor 
in Vanderburgh County that also measures SO2. Although using that monitor would still not be 
accurate as the landscape is different, we are concerned as to why that monitor was not used. 
Was it because it was not operational (having the permit for 9 months the monitor should have 
been available and, if not, this is very concerting? If this permit is approved, can you tell us 
where and what type of additional monitors will be used? Why was there no monitoring done on 
site of this proposed refinery months before the permit application process was started? Why NO 
BASELINE MONITORING DATA? 

IDEM Response to Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 5: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 
Monitoring 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 6: 

We are fortunate to have one of the best amusement parks in the country in Spencer County. 5 
miles from Dale is Holiday World. We can only imagine how this refinery will effect the thousands 
of visitors to Holiday World each season as they inhale the noxious rotten eggs smell. We are 
just a few miles from Lincoln State Park, Lincoln Boyhood National Memorial (speaking of, why 
was Mammoth Cave used as the closest National Park?), Hoosier National Forests, Ferdinand 
Monastery, and local festivals. All beautiful landscapes and full of our heritage. These parks are 
used by thousands of people annually. This refinery will sit at the intersection of 1-64 and US 231. 
It is the Northern Gateway to Spencer County. If this refinery is allowed to be built, it will 
demolish our tourism industry and many people will suffer economic consequences. Do you 
really think a picture of this refinery on the front of a Visit Indiana Magazine would draw more of a 
crowd than Holiday World? All for 225 permanent Jobs?! 
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IDEM Response to Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 6: 

IDEM, OAQ considers that so much of this comment as relates to the visibility analysis for 
Mammoth Cave National Park and the Lincoln Boyhood National Memorial is the same as Mr. 
Howard Gebhart Comment 18. See IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 18. 

For the remainder of the comment, please see IDEM Response to General Statement 4 -
Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, 
Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, 
Possible Future Expansion, Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land 
Pollution. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 7: 

A large part of our economy is from farming. We have beautiful farmland and there are organic 
farmers in the area that would be greatly affected by the daily release of pollutants from this 
refinery. There have been many studies on the effects of CO2 and Ozone on soybeans. Please 
refer to the comment about soybeans and corn in the agriculture section of this document. [ 
HYPER LINK "https ://www.epa.gov/sites/ productio nlfiles/2016-09/documents/climate-change
in. pdf" \t "_blank" ] Our main crops are soybeans and corn, are you willing to jeopardize the 
livelihood of the farmers in our communities? 

IDEM Response to Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 7: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 8: 

How is it you can make a blanket statement [ HYPER LINK "https://www.ibj.com/articles/71190-
state-25b-coal-to-diesel-project-wont-harm-air-quality" \t "_blank" ] about the effects of this 
refinery on our health when there are no health professionals on staff and you do not correlate 
any of your information with the health department? Please provide us the pollution medical 
research that prompted you to make this statement. There are so many people who move here 
and complain of new breathing issues and they find no relief until they leave the area. You 
should also be aware of the affects of pollution on the developing bodies of children and high 
rates of infant mortality. Why are our special education rates higher than the national average? 
And the biggest question of all: Why, if you approve this permit, will you allow Hoosiers to be 
guinea pigs of the unproven technology of Riverview Energy? 

We ask for your responses from our questions and we ask you review all spoken and written 
responses and help us to maintain or improve our quality of life. Please do as it states on your 
website: We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment. Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of 
Life ask that you reject Riverview Energy's Air Quality Permit. Thank you for your time and your 
reconsideration of this draft permit. 
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IDEM Response to Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Inc. Comment 8: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

Regarding infant mortality in Indiana and southwest Indiana, please see the IDEM Response to 
Dr. Norma Kreilein Comment 1. 

Regarding the 2017 special education enrollment for southwest Indiana schools, please see the 
IDEM Response to Mr. Rock Emmert Comment 1. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Thomas Brown Comments and IDEM Responses 

On October 29, 2018, Mr. Thomas Brown, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Thomas Brown Comment 1: 

Please be advised that I would like to make a public comment in favor of the Riverview energy 
project This project will bring a large boost to our economic future. As a member of the 
Lincolnland Economic Development Corporation, it is our mission to bring jobs to our County that 
will have a positive impact on our tax base. By targeting the high-wage, value-added jobs for 
which we ferociously compete with other counties, we increase opportunities for wealth and 
prosperity of the people of Spencer County. Economic development is needed to create those 
high-wage primary jobs, and to expand the tax base, to diversify the economy and to better 
control our destiny in this competitive world. 

Seldom does an opportunity the size of Riverview Energy come along in Indiana. Our world 
economy is rapidly changing. We must stay on the leading edge of innovation to secure our share 
of economic advantages for our citizens. Riverview Energy is an innovation that will provide high 
quality, cleaner fuel for America's transportation system, as well as products for other industries. 
We need to continue the enhancement of what we are doing well to foster more business growth 
in Spencer County. 

I urge IDEM'S approval of this permit 

IDEM Response to Mr. Thomas Brown Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 
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Mr. Josh Meyer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On October 30, 2018, Mr. Josh Meyer of St Anthony, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Josh Meyer Comment 1: 

I am a lifetime resident of southwestern Indiana. I am a husband and a father of three wonderful 
young kids. I strongly oppose the construction of the proposed coal to diesel refinery in southern 
Indiana. I am the first to support economic growth in our area, but I have yet to see how this will 
be accomplished with this project. In my opinion, the risks of this project far outweigh the 
potential gains in an area that is already struggling to fill available jobs. The environmental 
impact scares me and is of grave concern to my children and their children. I think Indiana can 
do better than agreeing to be a "Guinea pig" for such new and unproven technology. Please 
protect beautiful, rural, Indiana!! 

IDEM Response to Mr. Josh Meyer Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Josh Meyer, submitted additional comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Josh Meyer Comment 2: 

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns and allow me to voice my opinion. I am a 
father of three wonderful children and a husband. I am not from Spencer County but live a short 
15 minute drive northeast in Dubois county. I feel as though it is my duty to let you know that my 
family and I strongly oppose the construction of this plant in southern Indiana. I have done quite 
a bit of reading and had many conversations with people regarding this issue and can't come 
close to wrapping my head around the idea of building this plant at this location let alone 
anywhere in the United States. None of it makes sense to me. The proposed location is 
absolutely terrible. The proximity to communities, schools, tourist destinations, recreational 
properties makes absolutely no sense whatsoever. To locate this in a county and state that 
already has record low employment numbers with nearly every existing company struggling to fill 
jobs eliminates the "job creation" proposal entirely. The fact that this is old technology and it 
would be the first of its kind in the western hemisphere should raise numerous flags to anyone 
with a co nscie nee. 

Because this is something completely new and there isn't any real world data to support the 
pollution that will be created, I am honestly dumbfounded that its construction is even being 
considered. I feel betrayed by the fact that it has even made it this far in the process. I feel like 
the local elected officials intentionally went out of their way to get this project started without 
making any attempt to allow the public to weigh in. 
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I believe an outside organization should also be consulted to analyze the impacts of a plant like 
this being located in a county and state that already top the charts statistically in pollution. It really 
is mind blowing to me that anyone would consider adding to an already existing problem. We 
should be actively be taking steps to do better and solve our pollution problem and reliance on a 
non-renewable energy rather than make it worse. The lack of monitoring devices in this area is a 
huge oversight. There is NO WAY the conclusion you have arrived at can be accurate without 
more air quality monitoring devices being located on-site. The number of oversights with this 
project are just astounding to me. The fact that it is even a consideration makes me believe that it 
is being done so with an intentional disregard for the quality of life, and the health of people living 
in southern Indiana. The laws you are abiding by do not apply to this coal conversion process! 
This is a matter of doing the right thing or the wrong thing. Please ask yourself if you are doing 
the right thing! 

"We do not inherit the earth from our ancestors, we borrow it from our children" 

IDEM Response to Mr. Josh Meyer Comment 2: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 

Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 
Monitoring 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

I DEM, OAQ considers so much of this comment as relates to "real world data" to be the same as 
Earthjustice Comment 2 regarding potential to emit calculations. See IDEM Response to 
Earthjustice Comment 2. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Randy Vaal Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 1, 2018, Mr. Randy Vaal of Santa Claus, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. On November 26, 2018, Mr. 
Randy Vaal of Santa Claus, Indiana, submitted additional comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Randy Vaal Comment 1: 

The IDEM Notice of Period for Public Comment and Part 70 Operating Permit for Riverview 
Energy's proposed coal-to-diesel plant in Dale IN, recently issued, contains the blanket 
statement, "No significant impacts are expected from the proposed facility." This statement 
should have been qualified to state that you do not believe any significant, regulated pollutants 
would exceed the levels that would impact health. 
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As it stands, the permit contains a totally false statement. IDEM does not address impacts from 
land use, odor, noise, rail and truck traffic, sound, light or visual pollution. For your office to 
simply claim there are no significant impacts is simply false. I ask that the release be corrected to 
state the limits of IDEM's purview with regard to your permit. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Randy Vaal Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 
Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Randy Vaal Comment 2: 

Page 2 of 50, TSO Appendix A contains a table with number of cells shown as #REF1 

Importantly, these cells are for total emissions for particulate matter. Please let me and the public 
know what the real numbers are. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Randy Vaal Comment 2: 

On November 26, 2018, Doug Logan replied by email to the commenter, as follows: 

Good morning, 

I am not sure where you found the version of the calculations you refer to in this email. If you 
found it in the Virtual File Cabinet, it is likely to be an unfinished draft that was under 
discussion with the source. The public notice version, dated October 19, 2018, is 43 pages 
and does not seem to have any invalid links that generate the cell entry you described. 

I suggest looking at the public notice documents that are on line and at the local library for up 
to date information. The preliminary findings are available on the Internet at: [ HYPER LINK 
"http://www.in.gov/ai/appfiles/idem-caats/"] 

Thank you for your interest in the draft permit. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Sarah Winner Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 2, 2018, Ms. Sarah Winner of Spencer County, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Sarah Winner Comment 1: 

I am a 60 year old employed resident of Spencer County, Indiana. I have asthma and so does 
one of my daughters. I know so many people who live in this area who have cancer. I am 
STRONGLY opposed to the proposed coal to diesel plant. This county has many jobs available 
already. There are many signs advertising for workers. PLEASE do not add to the already 
polluted environment in our area. No C2D!!! Thank you for the opportunity to add my voice to this 
serious issue. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Sarah Winner Comment 1: 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Linda Greene Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 3, 2018, Ms. Linda Greene of Unionville, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Linda Greene Comment 1: 

The following article (link below) constitutes my comment on the Dale, IN, coal-to-diesel plant. 
Thank you. 

[ HYPER LINK "https://www.counterpunch.org/2018/09/28/dale-indiana-a-tiny-town-fights-a
massive-coal-to-diesel-refinery/" ] 

Dale, a town in Spencer County, southwest Indiana, is under siege. Set in farming country, with a 
population of 1,593 that's 84.6% white and an annual median income of $34,000, Dale is a close
knit, peaceful community. Riverview Energy Corp., based in Delaware, wants to build a $2.5 
billion coal-to-diesel refinery in Dale on 512 acres of what is today a huge cornfield. The proposed 
refinery would be a massive plant with smokestacks belching toxic air pollution and pumping out 
greenhouse gases and the associated poisonous chemical odors and noise of heavy industry. 
Resistance to the project is mounting. 

Background 
With its rolling hills dotted with woods, southwest Indiana is a tourist destination. Among its 
attractions are the Hoosier National Forest and its lakes, Holiday World, Lincoln State Park, 
Lincoln Boyhood National Monument, Marengo Cave, Patoka Lake, Wyandotte Caves, the 
Lincoln Amphitheater, the Ohio River front, two historic monasteries in Ferdinand and St 
Meinrad, the town of Santa Claus and eight wineries. 

But Indiana is ranked sixth most toxic of the 50 states. According to the Sierra Club, Indiana 
releases more greenhouse gases, the main driver of global climate breakdown, than 187 
countries do. Indiana has five super polluters. Super polluters is an academic term for both the 
top 100 releasers of greenhouse gases and top 100 releasers of toxic air pollutants. Twenty-two 
facilities nationwide meet the criteria for being top releasers of both pollution and greenhouse 
gases, and four of them are in coal country in southwest Indiana. All are coal-fired power plants. 
Indiana also has more coal ash lagoons than any other state. Those lagoons are pits adjacent to 
coal plants, usually unlined and filled with water and the toxic waste products from burning coal, 
which include lead, mercury, arsenic and boron, causing cancer and damaging organs. The 
chemicals contaminate groundwater. 

Spencer County ranks 23rd among the nation's 3,000 counties, parishes and reservations in the 
release of toxic substances into the air. Rockport, also in southwest Indiana, is ranked the 18th 
city in the U.S. for air pollution. 
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The refinery would be less than a mile from Dale's town center, six miles downwind from the town 
of Ferdinand and five from the town of Santa Claus. An elementary school, nursing home, organic 
farm and animal hospital are within a mile of the site. A wholesale food distributor is located 
across the railroad tracks from the property line, and people live 60 yards from the line. 

The site of the proposed refinery is owned privately and was originally in Spencer County and 
zoned for agricultural use. Last year Dale officials quietly annexed the acreage from the county. 
The town's zoning board, an advisory agency, rezoned the site industrial and voted 4-3 for the 
refinery. The town council, a governing body, voted 5-0 for the facility. It was a deal cooked up on 
the sly by Riverview Energy, town officials and the local economic development corporation, with 
the blessing of Indiana's governor. When rumors of the proposed refinery first reached Dale 
residents and they asked public officials about it, the officials' answers were always the same: 
they denied any knowledge of the project. When a local resident asked about the hush-hush 
manner in which the project was moving forward, a public official told her they were acting quietly 
to avoid public opposition. 

In this country, ordinarily diesel fuel is refined directly from crude oil at a petroleum refinery. Coal
to-diesel plants like the one Riverview Energy Corp. is proposing for Dale exist nowhere in the 
United States or the rest of the western hemisphere, though there is one such plant each in China 
and Russia. The technology of converting coal into a liquid fuel was pioneered in Nazi Germany 
in World War II when that country was short on diesel fuel but coal was plentiful. This type of 
refinery was popular in apartheid South Africa for the same reasons. Greg Merle, president of 
Riverview Energy, wants to market the technology widely and sees the Dale plant as only the first 
of many in the United States. He claims that such plants will revitalize the nation's fading coal 
industry-this at a time when it's critical to leave fossil fuels in the ground and immediately begin 
transitioning to renewable energy to mitigate global climate breakdown. 

The plant would use a process called hydrogenation to convert coal into ultra-low-sulfur diesel 
fuel. Heat and pressure would liquefy pulverized coal, with hydrogen added to create the fuel. 
The plant would process 1.6 million tons of coal annually, or 100 rail cars of coal each day. Every 
year the process would produce an estimated 4.8 million barrels of diesel fuel and 2.5 barrels of 
naphtha, used to make gasoline and plastics. As to toxic air pollution, the facility would have 
annual emission rates of 225 tons of carbon monoxide and 120 tons of sulfur dioxide. Each year it 
would emit 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide, the main greenhouse gas responsible for global 
climate breakdown. 

The coal-to-diesel process would require water, and Riverview Energy plans to pump 1.8 million 
gallons of it each day from an aquifer of the Ohio River. A 20-mile pipe would transport the water 
to the plant from the aquifer, and another pipe of equal length would bring the wastewater, 
supposedly treated, back to the aquifer to be dumped. Riverview Energy hasn't specified how it 
would extract the contaminants from the wastewater or how it would dispose of them. The 
company isn't offering to pay for the pipes; presumably the Indiana taxpayers would foot the bi IL 

For a retired chemical engineer who has examined Riverview's air permit application in detail and 
lives in Santa Claus, converting coal into diesel fuel makes no sense. He points out the outlook 
for coal and oil is bleak. As oil prices drop, the plant would become less economical. The refinery 
would be quite simply an anachronism. 

Riverview Energy has no plans to mitigate the 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide it would emit. 
The plant would also release hydrogen sulfide, a gas highly toxic to humans at even low levels. 

As is nearly always the case with proposed polluting facilities, Riverview Energy is promising to 
bring Dale jobs-2,000 construction and 225 permanent jobs. However, Dale has an 
unemployment rate of only 2.6%, with "now hiring" signs common in the windows of local 
industries and retailers. 
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The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) began examining Riverview's air 
permit application in January and is expected to release its decision any day. By law, IDEM is 
required to give the public 30 days to comment after the results of its analysis are made public 
and then to hold a public hearing. 

Concerned residents of Dale came together in April to start a grassroots organization, 
Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, to fight the plant. For Mary Hess, a retired 
postal worker and president of the organization, the struggle is about saving lives now and in the 
future. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life held two public forums on the plant, one in May 
and the second in June. One of the speakers at both forums was Erin Marchand, M.D., a board
certified family physician and resident of Santa Claus. She studied the air pollution permit 
application in depth and points out that the plant would be another super polluter, with 
concomitant health effects. The plant would release 139 tons per year of volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs). VOCs combine with nitrous oxide, also to be released by the plant, to form 
ozone, or smog. Spencer County has no monitor to measure ozone, but the surrounding counties 
do and are known to have ozone problems. 

Dr. Marchand points out that the plant would release tons of particulate matter. According to the 
International Agency for Research on Cancer, particulate matter causes preterm birth and 
bladder cancer and slows lung development in children. According to Dr. Marchand, exposure to 
ozone and particulate matter results in visits to hospital emergency rooms for allergies, asthma, 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, heart attack, angina, atrial fibrillation and premature 
death. Pollution, she says, causes death in both the long term and short term. Air pollution 
causes cancer, preterm birth, infant mortality, deficits in lung development, heart attack, stroke, 
asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, shortened life span, cognitive deficits and 
dementia. The plant would release known carcinogens, including benzene, which is linked to 
anemia, leukemia, and liver and bone marrow cancer. People in Dale would also be at risk from 
pollution in the water and soil. 

The obstacles to stopping the refinery are formidable, seemingly insurmountable. No one expects 
any help from IDEM; it almost always sides with industry in struggles over corporate pollution. 
The Indiana Department of Health and Indiana Medical Association are silent on the issue. The 
Environmental Protection Agency, which has to weigh in on the project, has a history of siding 
with the industries it's tasked with regulating and has proven to be no friend of public health or the 
environment. 

Polluting facilities like the coal-to-diesel refinery are usually sited in poor communities and 
communities of color, with little political clout. Riverview Energy seems to think that a bunch of 
Hoosier hicks wouldn't have the wherewithal to oppose its plan to place a refinery in their midst, 
but the corporation underestimated the solidarity among rural southwest Indiana residents. 

What the resistance to the refinery has is collective people power. The strength of the resista nee 
lies in the fact that the Dale residents opposing the plant are not doing so in isolation. The best 
thing going for them is their connectedness to others in the region. People in southwest Indiana 
have come together to create a network, a true coalition of disparate groups from different 
locations in the same region. The towns around Dale, accurately perceiving that the refinery 
would adversely affect all of them, are rallying around Dale. Some of those towns, such as 
Jasper, have had their own struggles against polluting facilities (in Jasper's case, a biomass 
incinerator). Grassroots environmentalists in Ferdinand, six miles downwind from Dale, and Santa 
Claus are involved in fighting the plant, as is Valley Watch in Evansville. A local winery donated 
its space for a fundraiser. Project ACORN, a grassroots environmental group in Ferdinand, 
sponsored the June public forum and benefit concert. 

Dale opponents of the coal-to-diesel refinery and their allies are doing all in their power to raise 
awareness-canvassing door to door; creating a presence at local fall and folk festivals and 
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county fairs; passing out yard signs, bumper stickers, petitions and fliers; creating a Web site 
(noc2d.com) and Facebook page; putting up a billboard; deluging the local newspapers with 
letters to the editor. And talking to everyone they encounter. Their immediate goal is to pack the 
IDEM hearing on the air permit application and, ultimately, to stop the plant. As one opponent of 
the refinery put it, 'We're fighting an uphill battle but making sure our voices are heard." 

IDEM Response to Ms. Linda Greene Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matier 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 

Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Paul Mcinturf Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 7, 2018, Mr. Paul Mcinturf of Chrisney, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Paul Mcinturf Comment 1: 

I want to voice my support of this project and encourage you to not listen to the tree huggers 
against it too much. We trust the US EPA and the state EPA. The locals here want to keep this 
area as their own and don't welcome outside companies too much I am told. Wife and I moved 
here from APPALACHIA -SE Ohio in 2015 when AEP closed down a bunch of coal power plants. 
I worked at Muskingum River for 35 years and transferred out here to l&M Rockport where I hope 
to retire from in 2021. Most of the fellows at the power plant support this project. Plus if this 
product, Coal to Diesel is truly 25% more efficient than petro diesel then this shows me their 
ignorance that emissions from diesel vehicles will drop correspondingly 25%. I say GO FOR IT. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Paul Mcinturf Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 
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Ms. Paulita Pund Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 9, 2018, Ms. Paulita Pund, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Paulita Pund Comment: 

Why does IDEM not have an ozone detector in Spencer County? Why are 6 of the 7 pollutants 
tracked by IDEM not monitored in Spencer County? Perhaps IDEM is afraid of the answer. 

It is difficult for me to fathom why IDEM would allow Riverview Energy to dump such huge 
amounts of pollution on the citizens of Spencer County, Dubois County, Perry County, southern 
Indiana all of Indiana and surrounding states. If these pollutants are not being monitored in 
Spencer County, how can you dare to claim the air is safe? Perhaps that is why the company 
owners prefer to live up North in a rural area much like southern Indiana, with the exception of the 
toxic air. Apparently, due to IDEM the toxic levels in this area have been allowed to rise to the 
point of unsafe conditions that have created a rise in infant mortality, learning disabilities, cancer 
and other health issues. 

IDEM is failing in giving accurate information to the citizens of Indiana. Why is it being withheld in 
this area? Riverview must be paying a high price to restrain such information. 

The idea of providing more needed jobs is really not an issue. Indiana has a very low 
unemployment rate and many businesses are needing people, not pollution. 

This company is not welcome here. The amount of coal needed and the number of rail car traffic 
each day would create long delays at railroad crossings. The two pipelines for the water and 
waste products that the company would need would also greatly impact the persons whose land 
would be affected. Those individuals would not have a choice as" Imminent Domain" would be 
enforced against their will. The withdrawal of such large amounts of water from the aquifer could 
possibly dry up the aquifer impacting many people that currently depend on that source of water. 
The huge quantity of waste produced will surely cause many problems with the river and the 
animals that reside there. 

In the event this project is approved for construction by IDEM the hand of God would most surely 
be pressing down on the shoulders of those who see fit to allow such enormous amounts of 
pollution to rein havoc on so many innocent people. 

Please do not let this happen to your Hoosier neighbors. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Paulita Pund Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

Regarding infant mortality in Indiana and southwest Indiana, please see the IDEM Response to 
Dr. Norma Kreilein Comment 1. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan. PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Sister Mary Lee Hillenbrand Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 10, 2018, Sister Mary Lee Hillenbrand of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to 
IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Sister Mary Lee Hillenbrand Comment 1: 

Dear Doug, Thank you for our conversation yesterday, on 11/9/18. In summary I am grateful for 
the time you gave to listen to my concerns however I remain unsatisfied regarding your role as 
the one who issues the permit for companies to build plants that spew more pollutants in our area 
regardless of the limited amount that regulations allow. It is difficult for me to accept this and a 
matter of my conscience to challenge decisions made with so little awareness of the impact on 
health especially those who are vulnerable: the fetus, the children, the elderly. I cannot 
understand why more research has not been done to prove the impacts that pollutants have 
throughout the human lifespan. I would hope that the moral fiber of you, all of us, would direct us 
to work for a better environment rather than one that adds to the already high level of air pollution 
especially in our area which is surrounded by companies that pollute. I am asking you to 
challenge your own conscience to seek what would be a better way to regulate permits than to 
accept the status quo without challenging I for one know that a cleaner environment is possible 
given the fact that there are solar, water and wind options. Sources that would provide many jobs 
and safer ones. In the words of Louie Armstrong's song" What a Wonderful World "it would be if 
our creative minds could work together for the good of the whole, our neighbors, our state, our 
nation, rather than to focus on just ourselves and meeting our individual wants and comfort I am 
attaching a letter I wrote to our local editors to help understand the concerns I have for our 
entire world. to come to the December 5 if not I will send this letter with friends. 

The commenter attached the following letter submitted to the Dubois Daily Herald: 

QUESTIONS 

Chief Seattle onrn spoke this wisdom: ·'This we know The 0arth does not b0long to man man 
belongs to the earth. All things are connected like the blood !ha! unites us all. Man did no! 
weave the web of life. he is merely a strand in it Whatever he does lo the web. he does to 
himself." In the struggle between meeting human wants and actual human needs we often forget 
the importance of not taking from the earth more than is prudent. As Pope Francis notes the 
earth is "our common home" and requires great care. 

After reading a number of articles concerning the proposed coal-to-diesel plant in Dale IN, I have 
.IJl1ElY questions. According to Greg Merle, president of Rivs,1view Em,rgv, The new technology_ 
licensed by ,~ellogg. Brown. and Hoot Company is a cleaner process than traditional diesel 
refining. It is unclear to rne how he can know !his with assurance. given !ha! !he technology 
hasn·i been available for license until recently. and apparently has never been used in the U.S. 
would like lo see the data proving his point, and assurance that the chemicals released from the 
process would not negatively affect the health of our local population. Steve Hurm, director of 
training at Boilermakers local 374. claims that if the company were to use well-trained union 
workers, the plant would be feasible and safe. Again, I ask for the data to back up this statement. 
V\lliy would any of us choose more air or v,iater pollution, no matter how minimal, no matter how 
rn;~.QY iobs it 'f,IQUld create, giv,rn the s,gregious pollution status of our area? Given v1,tiat we 
already know about cancer rates in southern Indiana, why would we want to risk making things 
worse for !he next generation? Can we no! think more creatively about be!ter and healthier iob 
options? Perhaps dealing in more sustainable forms of energy? 

Respectfully 

Mary l..ee Hillenbrand 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

IDEM. OAQ does not have the text of statements attributed to Mr. Merle and Mr. Hurm in the 
commenter's attached letter and therefore cannot respond to those claims. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Donna Martin Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 10, 2018, Ms. Donna Martin of Rockport, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Donna Martin Comment 1: 

As a resident of Spencer County, in Indiana, I am appealing to IDEM to DENY permits for the 
proposed coal-to-diesel plant in Dale, Indiana. Our county is 23rd in the country in toxic 
emissions. And IDEM has ONE fine particulate monitor here? YOU DON'T CARE. This C2D 
plant is next door to an elementary school and nursing home. Would you want your children in 
that school? Your parents in that nursing home? YOU DON'T CARE. With the current level of 
toxic emissions in our area already, why could you even THINK it's OK to allow more to be 
exploded into the air? YOU DON'T CARE. With the current levels of toxic air in our area, I hardly 
believe Indiana Department of Environmental MANAGEMENT is being MANAGED to protect our 
citizens. I believe a more accurate title would be Indiana Department of Environmental 
MISMANAGEMENT. 

Treat others as you would like to be treated. Allowing even MORE toxicity in our area is wrong 
regardless of the amount. You should be charged with assault and murder. Because that's what 
the poison is doing to us. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Donna Martin Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Linda Goller Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 12, 2018, Ms. Linda Goller of Central, South Carolina, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Linda Goller Comment 1: 

As a native Hoosier, I write to request denial of the permit to Riverview Energy in Dale, Indiana. 
grew up in southwestern Indiana and hope to return to the Dubois County area for retirement. I 
am concerned that the state government of Indiana has a skewed perception of what quality of 
life means for its citizens. Clean air and clean water are at the top of the list Southwestern 
Indiana citizens place a high value on sense of place and a rich local history - St. Meinrad 
Archabbey, the Benedictine monastery in Ferdinand, and outdoor recreation to name a few. 
suggest Riverview Energy build its experimental refinery in its home state of Delaware or 
continue its trend of building in China and Russia. Hoosiers say NO' 

IDEM Response to Ms. Linda Goller Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Charlene Hess Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 16, 2018, Ms. Charlene Hess, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. Ms. Hess sent a duplicate of this letter on November 
18, 2019. 

Ms. Charlene Hess Comment: 

I am opposed to the Riverview Energy's coal-to-diesel plant proposed for Dale, IN. There are 
many reasons I oppose this plant, the main reason is that my home is just up the road from AEP, 
AK Steel, Alcoa and F.B. Culley in Warrick Co, and the Paper Mill and Century Aluminum in 
Hawesville, Ky. I know the toxic pollutants from these plants are harmful to the people who have 
no choice but to breathe this air. 

I have been reading about the top four toxic chemicals emitted by AEP alone: 
1. Hydrogen fluoride {57%) - an irritant of eyes, nose, and respiratory tract and, in larger 

amounts, can damage lung tissue 
2. Sulfuric acid (21 %) - breathing this in the air can result in respiratory tract irritation 
3. Hydrochloric acid (17%) - inhalation exposure may cause eye, nose and respiratory tract 

irritation, coughing and chest pains. 
4. Ammonia (2%) - even very low concentrations can cause coughing and nose, throat 

irritation. 

It is ludicrous to think that no other chemical toxins from the other plants' air emissions are mixing 
in and adding to the AEP's polluted emissions. It is a known scientific fact that air and gas 
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molecules move among themselves and for long distances. It is absurd to think that the coal-to
diesel plant will not further impact the already toxic air we breathe. 

The Riverview Energy's air quality proposal listed at least 17 pollutants that would be emitted. 
am just naming three: 

1. Nitrogen Dioxide - can cause respiratory symptoms such as coughing, wheezing and can 
aggravate asthma leading to ER visits 

2. Sulfur dioxide - as like the sulfuric acid being emitted by AEP, can cause irritation of 
nose, throats, coughing, wheezing, shortness of breath, and /or tight squeezing around 
chest 

3. And then there's more Ammonia. 

All of this reminds me of a big pot of soup. At first the cook adds a teaspoon of salt then along 
comes the husband who adds an additional full tablespoon. The son comes home; he doesn't 
know the soup has been seasoned yet so adds another tablespoon of salt and on and on so that, 
all mixed up together it makes a very toxic soup and causes those eating it to become sick. It 
takes only common sense to know that chemical pollutants from one plant added to air already 
full of toxic pollutions will certainly have significant impacts!! 

Several years ago, I complained that I was having to use allergy medications all year long. I see 
now, after investigating all of these chemical pollutants, that my upper respiratory difficulties are 
due to all of the polluted air I breathe and not just to the pollen level. 

In fact, I just recently vacationed in Washington, D.C. for ten days. Once I arrived there, I felt my 
nasal congestion was better so I discontinued my allergy medications for the duration of the trip 
and felt great. Sure enough, within 6 hours of returning to Santa Claus, the nasal congestion and 
coughing began. 

My grandson from Carmel, IN experiences the same thing. At home he is fine, then he comes to 
Southern Indiana and must begin allergy medications. It is not just due to pollens. We breathe an 
accumulation of toxic chemicals. We do not need any more toxic chemicals in our air! 

I'd like to suggest that IDEM hurriedly set up a monitor at the AEP plant so you can truly 
determine ALL of the toxins that are spewing from that plant and the true air quality in this area. 

I'd further suggest that some of the members of your department fly to China and/or Russia to 
investigate this type of plant in order to see just how "clean" this plant really is. You truly need to 
fully investigate this plant before making a huge decision that could ultimately cause our area to 
have even more debilitating health problems. You should be wondering why, if this kind of plant is 
so great, it hasn't been built in the United States before now even though it's been around for the 
past 90 years or so. 

Information taken from sites: 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Diseases 
Cdc.gov 
Environmental Defense Fund Report 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Epa.gov 
[ HYPER LINK "https://features.weather.com/superpolluters/"] (Center for Public Integrity 
investigation 9-29-2016) Toxic Release Inventory 

IDEM Response to Ms. Charlene Hess Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 
Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 

Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Jeana Visel Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 20, 2018, Ms. Jeana Visel of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Jeana Visel Comment 1: 

I am writing concerning the proposed coal-to-diesel plant in Dale, Indiana. As one responsible for 
the care of the Indiana environment and the people affected by it, you have a grave responsibility, 
and I pray that you will be given wisdom in deciding whether an air permit should be granted. 
Personally, I believe it should be denied. 

For religious reasons, I chose to move from another state to live in southern Indiana, and I have 
made a life commitment to this community. I now work in Spencer County, just ten minutes' drive 
from Dale. As you well know, the proposed plant is due to process ungodly quantities of coal 
each day, pulverizing it to dust and submitting it to intense heat and pressure in order to yield 
sulfur and the compound needed for diesel. While I am not a trained scientist, I have read a 
portion of the permit request, and have listened to several doctors, chemists, and engineers 
speak on the nature of the pollution due to be emitted. Their words were not encouraging. As of 
2016, Indiana already emits 133 million pounds of pollution per year, the sixth worst in the nation 
(Indy Star, Apr. 9, 2018). Spencer County is already 23rd worst in the nation for emitting toxic 
chemicals (Forbes, Nov. 7, 2017). We are home to multiple superpolluters. Why would anyone 
think it a good idea to add another? 

When I moved to southern Indiana in 2003, I was surprised by how many people had cancer, or 
had had it in the past. I looked at American Cancer Society maps, and saw that all along the Ohio 
River, cancer rates are higher than elsewhere. I lost first one friend, then another, then another 
from my community. At a certain point I was so disgusted I contacted a number of different 
university epidemiologists to see if anyone might be willing to do a local study on why we have so 
much cancer. Eventually a doctor from Indiana University looked into it, but when I started listing 
for him all the different kinds of cancer we had experienced, and the different potential sources of 
pollution that might contribute to it, he gave up. Why try to pinpoint something that is already 
drowning in carcinogens? Eventually, it was my turn. Eleven years after moving here, though I 
have no immediate family history of breast cancer, at just age 35, I had my first lumpectomy. 
While I am grateful to have survived the scare, the follow-up screening medical care has been 
expensive and sometimes painful. My skin, meanwhile, continues to be more sensitive than ever 
before, requiring daily hydrocortisone treatment and allergy medicine; allergies in this part of the 
state are notorious. I ask you: should a religious choice to live in this part of Indiana mean a death 
sentence? 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

I am concerned that the IDEM standards for air quality are insufficient as things stand. People are 
already dying from pollution in this state. Children are being born with birth defects. The 
standards we have are not strict enough, and adding this plant will only make things worse, even 
if it promises to stay within the current standards. 

From a broader view, I cannot understand why anyone thinks this proposed plant is a good idea. 
Our unemployment rate is very low, as Baby Boomers head into retirement and are replaced by a 
smaller generation. Coal is being superseded by more sustainable forms of energy, and everyone 
knows coal will not last forever. Why invest billions of dollars in a plant that most likely would 
need to be abandoned as a toxic site within a matter of decades? I cannot imagine this plant 
operating without using at least some coal mined by means of mountaintop removal, an approach 
that has already proven to poison soil and water, and cause sickness among people affected by 
it. I have visited these raped lands, and they are not beautiful. We must account for the whole 
environmental impact, including the soil, air, and water of West Virginia and Kentucky, as well as 
that of Indiana. Is there not a more sustainable alternative for economic development, which does 
not potentially poison our earth and destroy the health of the people? This proposal seems very 
short-sighted, aimed at making a few people a lot of money, at the long term expense of many 
others, whom the highest beneficiaries will never see or know. 

Besides all this, I am concerned about the economic impact of such a plant, particularly should 
the emitted sulfur end up in the air. (How could it not?) The surrounding counties are comprised 
of state and national forests, and major tourist attractions, as well as several educational 
institutions. Should the smell of sulfur waft out over the area, these other local economic drivers 
will suffer. If we could account for the true cost of such pollution to the health, well-being, and 
livelihood of citizens, it might not appear to be such a good deal. 

In light of the already egregious quantities of pollution in southern Indiana air, I beg you to review 
the air quality standards we have, and consider whether a tighter regulation might be proposed 
and enforced. Consider the whole quantity of pollution being emitted, and refuse the addition of 
major polluters, such as this proposed plant So many of us are at your mercy. We do not have 
billions of dollars with which to defend ourselves, but we do have common sense, and a desire for 
the common good, including the good of those who will come after us. Those of us affected by 
such a proposal deserve to have a say in whether or not it happens. Please follow your 
conscience and consider the people and the earth you are here to serve. I would like to be 
notified of your decision. 

Thank you for your time, 

IDEM Response to Ms. Jeana Visel Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Citizen for Quality of Life Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 21, 2018, an anonymous citizen "Citizen for Quality of Life", submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Citizen for Quality of Life Comment: 

Please accept my comments and I also support the comments of "The Southwestern Indiana 
Citizens for Quality of Life and Earth Justice". 

By putting this factory so close to our town, you are exposing us to Black Lung. There has to be 
a lot of coal dust you can't stop all of it 

You are putting your wastewater back into the Ohio River, if it so clean why are you not reusing 
it? 

You are destroying our homes, and our way of life and making us sick with all the pollutants. 

IDEM Response to Citizen for Quality of Life Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

With regard to the statement about black lung disease, IDEM notes that according to public 
sources the condition is most commonly found among long-time underground miners and 
frequently in combination with the somewhat similar condition, silicosis, caused by exposure to 
silica (rock) dust Although recent studies suggest that surface coal miners may also be at risk, 
there is no reason to suspect risk to the general public around sites where coal is mined or 
consumed. The source includes enclosed storage for coal on site that are expected to reduce or 
eliminate fugitive coal dust from storage piles. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Walter & Janice Thompson Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 23, 2018, Walter & Janice Thompson, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Walter & Janice Thompson Comment: 

Please accept my comments and I also support the comments of "The Southwestern Indiana 
Citizens for Quality of Life and Earth Justice". 

Refer to permit #T147-39554-00065 Section D.1. 1, "Prevention of Significant Deterioration," 
states that the emission limitation for particulate matter PM2.5 is a total of 0.65 pounds per hour, 
or 2.9 tons per year. For 2.5 micron particles, this represents 170 quadrillion particles per year 
released into our area's atmosphere. Studies by the Journal of the American Medical Association 
and the American Heart Association states that the exposure to PM2.5 causes cardiovascular 
disease, heart attack, stroke and lung cancer. Other studies establish a link between these 
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particles and birth defects. And yet IDEM claims, "No significant impacts are expected from the 
proposed facility." How can we trust IDEM to protect our environment with permits like this? 
PLEASE, for our quality of life that we deserve, do not issue this permit I pray! When numerous 
people start dying from exposure and the town and surrounding area stinks from the sulfur smell, 
and babies being born with birth defects, it will be too late. 

IDEM Response to Walter & Janice Thompson Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Jeffrey A. Phillipps Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 26, 2018, Mr. Jeffrey A. Philipps of Dale, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Jeffrey A. Philipps Comment 1: 

I cannot sit idly by and allow the state of Indiana to sanction the wholesale destruction of the area 
in which I live. It has become clear that many are following behind Trumps' denial of science and 
climate change. Perhaps the deniers might move to Gary, Indiana and be forced to live in the 
areas they helped destroy? No one but the land owners and the corporation will ever benefit from 
this fiasco. It is clear that with their business model on full display that the chances of this plant 
being economically viable are distant at best. The eyesore that we must endure will be 
forever. My children attend school not a mile from where this plant is to be built. Who is going to 
pay for the two million gallons of water to be delivered to this plant daily? Who is going to 
process the pollutants that are released with this wastewater? Are you going to enforce a bond 
which will level this facility when it collapses from stupid math? They do it for nuclear power 
plants, a fund to clean up the stupid? I can tell you without hesitation that if you allow this 
mistake to be built that I and many others will abandon this town and this state. (I pay Indiana five 
grand a year in taxes). If you think that building a refinery within a statute mile of a grade school is 
an example to getting ahead then you need forget all I've said and continue with your stupidity. I 
will leave Dale and I will leave Indiana and its poisonous policies of greed over people. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Jeffrey A. Philipps Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
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No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Jefferson Lindsey Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 27, 2018, Mr. Jefferson Lindsey of Rockport, Indiana, emailed as a comment a resolution 
adopted by the Spencer County Board of Commissioners to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. Mr. Lindsey's letter and the attached resolution were also 
received by U.S. Mail on November 30, 2018. 

Mr. Jefferson Lindsey Comment 1: 

Enclosed is a resolution adopted by the Spencer County Board of Commissioners in favor of 
issuance of the Air Permit in favor of Riverview Energy Corporation. Please add this Resolution 
to the written comment regarding the above referred permit 
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RESOLU'l'JON NO. 2018- ()7 
Sl'ENCER COUNTY ROA1m OF COMMISSIONERS 

R!ISOLl)TlON IN FAVOR OF AIR PERMrT APPROVAL :nm RIVKRVinV ENERGY 
COl:ffORATION 

The Board nf Con1r:u:&shnt:rs is in favo_r or Eo:morrJc De:velo.pmen: p:q]ects i-bat provkie 
:Capital in.v>~strn~nt and wdl~p.2.y1tigjnbs that comply wi!h :c:dl Si.c:!.?e and Federn} gi1ideHnes aTid 
\.Yith(nlt significant additional impact Otl ou.r ai:::- .:md vv.ater qwili:y. 

The BGard ofCcmrnissiom::-rs nc-:c.essari1y rdy on the Sllite and -Pedt::al agt;neies ch_arg~d 
i.vah revie\v~n_g pem1it i.tpplitmions in dderm.ining -,vhether a prqjed fa safo for the k:cai 
envin:inme:rH. 

The Rivcrvic~8 Energy C0rpora1:ion has obtaine-d property in Spern.:t;r County and vviH be 
rnah:in~t a 2.5 biHi<H1 <loHar capitai ]irvef:iYnent. fo additjon to up to 2.00{} construction work.ers, it 
-wiH prn(:ide 22{} on-s1te petncime-ntjobs \"1..1iili hourly wi1gt::; ave-niging $40 per hour. The pk:nfs 
acivam:ed techno~ogk:s v.:rn help nttra.ct ;-utW tal.::Bl and,wiU strengthmi nn<l diversify our 
ecrnwmy. 

Bl¼e:Gr~ ofih~ projt:ct wW abo foclude- 1mpn)ved infrasinicture devdop:me:nt ;rnd addi"d 
asses;;¢d value to bdp keep prop•~rty ta::s.. tRtes low in ollr wanty. 

The Rivervie-w En(--rgy project fn"> recd1,,:eJ n draft afr permh i{nm Indiam1 Depact:nient (>t' 

Envfronm(:n.tal Mm-'illgernent (lDElvt) with preliminary findings fo fav(1r of the pr~i~ct. .t~.s 
sm:nmariz.ed eonS-isiendy in the medi~ ror:r,..,-1 hfls oonduded that lfr~,1t:rvicw Energy 
Corporation's ((coa:!-to-dicsd'~ plant hi Oak ·wiU not -viobk State nr FeilerRt n~gn.fotions or 
sig:nificantly in1pact ail quillity nnd he<:lth ifl the area. 

A rmb!ic hiearing is 5cbedulcd n:n fhe Afr Permit ~t th,::: He.ritage Hins High School 
AHditmiwn on Dec:emb!.3:::- 5, 2018. 

in oonsid.eta.tim1 uf the stnrng ctonomic benefit~ promised by tb~ Riverview Energy 
CorpomJion a.:1d IDElvr;; 11re!~:mirniry findi.ngs reganiing the afr permit, :he Sp-incet County 
Board of Cc,mmissioners ~~solv~ th,'lt rhey are in favm of ~DE\1 approving th~ Rivc;-vkv-{ Energy 
Corporation air permit a_pp1ic:3.tion. 

Resolved thb 2_Q __ day ofNovemb0r. 2018. 

BOARD OF COMMJSSJONERS 
SPENCER COUl'<1Y, lND!ANA 

ATrEST: 
<;:::2~------__..,.,Pms;il~ Pre~idcnt 

.. ,1 /'2 
{ J.tdJ.s.nJdAJ: :'1 tf Pl /·1·>)·;-1 ~ r:___._;y'S:S----v·-.....--,~· ___ _ 
Arnumn \\/inkier, Auditor T<lmBrown 

AJ Logsdon 
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IDEM, OAQ has no authority or control over the information or statements made in the resolution 
adopted by the Spencer County Board of Commissioners. The resolution does not affect IDEM, 
OAQ's permitting process, determinations, or decisions. 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 

Mr. B. Patrick Bauer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 27, 2018, Mr. B. Patrick Bauer, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. B. Patrick Bauer Comment: 

I am writing to state my opposition to Riverview Energy's construction of a coal to diesel facility in 
Dale, Indiana. Thank you for considering my thoughts, and I hope you consider them when 
making your decision. 

The proposed facility in Dale, Indiana would pose environmental hazards which could affect air 
quality, and by extension, public health. According to an October 29, 2018, article published by 
the Evansville Courier & Press, Spencer County ranks 23rd for toxic releases among all US 
counties. The current environmental state of Spencer County is among the worst in not only 
Indiana, but nationally. Given this fact, the public's concern that the proposed facility could 
adversely affect air quality is merited, and it is IDEM's duty to oppose any such project which 
could exacerbate the already substandard situation. 

IDEM Response to Mr. B. Patrick Bauer Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Richard Michel Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 29, 2018, Mr. Richard Michel, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Richard Michel Comment: 

I strongly oppose the construction of the proposed coal to diesel plant within the city limits of 
Dale, IN for several reasons. 
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This project is not economically feasible. Riverview Energy with only two employees plans to use 
taxpayer grants and loans to finance construction of unproven and outdated technology found 
only in Russia and China. This is a ploy to make a few people rich at taxpayer's expense. 

Since pollution has no borders, the entire Southern Indiana would be affected depending on the 
wind direction. This area already has increased rates of respiratory problems, autism and special 
needs. These health problems cannot be overlooked and must be taken into consideration before 
it is too late. 

IDEM must put the health of Indiana residents first. Yes, IDEM must change how they have 
approved air permits in the past. Hoosier health is vastly more important than the desires of big 
business and politics. 

I don't understand how IDEM could approve this air permit if they don't take into consideration the 
amount of pollutants already here in the Ohio River Valley. If air quality isn't measured, it is like 
making a major decision with our heads in the sand. We must monitor daily at multiple locations 
to understand the severity of the problem. IDEM must look at medical studies and include experts 
from the medical field. What was once considered acceptable levels of harmful pollutants is no 
longer accepted by medical experts. 

I will close with a statement from Dr. Louise Slaughter, "If we ever had proof that our nation's 
pollution laws are not working, it's reading the list of industrial chemicals in the bodies of babies 
who have not yet lived outside the womb." 

IDEM Response to Mr. Richard Michel Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Paul Kovacs, Ph.D., Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 29, 2018, Paul Kovacs, Ph.D. of Santa Claus, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. On December 7, 2018 and 
December 10, 2018, Dr. Kovacs, submitted additional comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Paul Kovacs, Ph.D. Comment 1: 

With reference to permit number T147-39554-00065 and in accordance with the "public 
involvement" phase of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) procedures, I'm 
submitting the attached comment in opposition to the proposed coal-to-diesel plant by Riverview 
Energy in Dale, IN. The comment is in the form of an article, entitled "Coal-to-Diesel: Economic 
Development or Not?" It describes my deep concerns about not applying the Cautionary Principle 
to a project that has the potential of causing significant and irreparable environmental 
contamination and related health problems in the future. There is a huge difference between risk 
assessment and alternative management as discussed in "The Professional Biologist -- Being a 
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scientist means taking sides", BioScience, Vol. 43, No. 10. (Nov., 1993), pp. 706-708. ([ 
HYPER LINK "http:/ /links .jsto r.o rg/sici?sici=0006-
3568%28199311 %2943%3A10%3C706%3ABASMTS%3E2.0.C0%3B2-M" \t "_blank"]) 

By analyzing data for risk assessments, your air quality analysis subscribes to the process of 
assimilative capacity assessments and policy making rather than alternatives assessments. 
Assimilative capacity assessments ask, How much additional air pollution is safe? In alternatives 
assessments, a question would be: What social and production alternatives do we have to reduce 
air pollution and related health risk? Asking risk-assessment questions rather than alternatives
assessment questions is to contribute to the currently dominant, assimilative capacity approach 
and practices of our society. This approach certainly does not serve the public's interest. 
Because the stated mission of IDEM is that "We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment," and 
because the main purpose of the PSD process is to "protect public health and welfare" ([ 
HYPER LINK "https://www.epa.gov/nsr/preve ntion-sign ifica nt-dete rioratio n-basic-information" \t 
"_blank"]), I urge IDEM to reconsider its current position and deny the air permit to Riverview 
Energy. 

Coal-to-Diesel - Economic Development or NOT? 
By Paul Kovacs, Ph.D. 

In a welcome move for the future of our community, the Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management is about the hold a public hearing on December 5, 2018 at Heritage Hill High school 
in order to receive input from the public on a controversial economic development project 
proposed by Riverview Energy. The proposal is on the construction and operation of a massive 
coal-to-diesel conversion plant in Dale, IN. 

A state analysis has concluded that the proposed coal-to-diesel plant in southern Indiana will not 
significantly affect air quality or residents' health. State environmental officials have said that the 
facility wouldn't significantly contribute to pollution and poses very little cancer risk. The 
department found that the plant would emit a total of 30 tons per year of various hazardous air 
pollutants. According to the company's air permit application, the plant would have annual 
emissions rates of about 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide, 225 tons of carbon monoxide and 120 
tons of sulfur dioxide. ([ HYPER LINK "https://www.wthr.com/article/state-indiana-coal-diesel
project-wont-harm-air-quality" ]) "This means if an individual was exposed to these hazardous air 
pollutants continuously for 70 years, the risk of getting cancer from this exposure would be 4.6 in 
10 million," the state's analysis stated. 

According to the Greg Merle, CEO of Riverview energy: "The point of this project is not to build 
one plant," he said, "it's to create a new industry in our country." Creating new industries that 
resulted in extremely negative environmental consequences is not unprecedented in American 
industrial history. 

Thomas Midgley, Jr. (May 18, 1889 -November 2, 1944) was an American mechanical engineer 
and chemist. Midgley was a key figure in a team of chemists, led by Charles F. Kettering, who 
developed the tetraethyl lead (TEL) additive to gasolines as well as some of the first 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), two of the most talked about chemical pollutants in human history. 
Many environmentalists consider him to be "the human who has done the most damage to the 
environment". After all, this was a man known as much for his showmanship as for his 
achievements in chemistry. Midgley demonstrated the nontoxic and nonflammable properties of 
Freon by inhaling the gas and softly exhaling it to extinguish a burning candle. He also 
demonstrated the apparent safety of TEL by pouring TEL over his hands, then placing a bottle of 
the chemical under his nose and inhaling its vapor for sixty seconds, declaring that he could do 
this every day without succumbing to any problems whatsoever. This was done after a new plant 
was plagued by severe cases of lead poisoning, hallucinations, insanity, and then five deaths in 
quick succession. As a good salesman, Midgely himself was careful to avoid mentioning to the 
press that he required nearly a year to recover from the lead poisoning brought on by his 
demonstration. 
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TEL levels in automotive fuel were reduced in the 1970s under the U.S. Clean Air Act in two 
overlapping programs: to protect catalytic converters, which mandated unleaded gasoline for 
those vehicles; and to protect public health, which mandated lead reductions in annual phases 
(the "lead phasedown"). It is important to note that protecting public health was only second in 
importance to avoiding catalyst poisoning and serving certain short-term financial interests. 

In decision making that requires the consideration of potentially negative environmental impacts, 
Midgley's story may serve as a cautionary tale. Especially in the light of the growing significance 
of applying the Precautionary Principle to making far-reaching public policy decisions. The 
precautionary principle, proposed as a new guideline in environmental decision making, has four 
central components ("The Precautionary Principle in Environmental Science", [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC 1240435/pdf/ehp0109-000871.pdf" ]): 

1. taking preventive action in the face of uncertainty; 
2. shifting the burden of proof to the proponents of an activity; 
3. exploring a wide range of alternatives to possibly harmful actions; 
4. and increasing public participation in decision making. 

As a group of concerned citizens has been voicing their opposition to a $2.5 billion direct coal
hydrogenation plant proposed for Dale, it is informative to analyze how the precautionary principle 
is applied in Indiana to the issuance of permits. 

1. Taking preventive action in the face of uncertainty: 
The State of Indiana does not monitor air quality in the Dale area and does not correlate it with 
local health statistics. Consequently, additional levels of pollutants may not be adequately 
entered into computer models assessing related risks, particularly risks of unknown health 
consequences. Computer models require a fixed set of already known parameters, part of which 
are parameters of convenience satisfying mathematical needs. Real ecosystems, in contrast, are 
open, self-modifying systems, which constantly produce novelty and new parameters and which 
cannot be severed from their environment. Although calibration may adapt models to data sets of 
the past, it does not assure predictive capacity or validity. Consequently, the State's conclusion 
that "the risk of getting cancer from this exposure would be 4.6 in 10 million" may not be even 
remotely accurate. 

It is of particular concern that not all prior experience seems to be taken into consideration by the 
State's risk assessment. An article in Environmental Health Perspectives back in 1976 already 
pointed out: 

"At the present time, no commercial scale liquefaction or gasification plants exist in the United 
States. However, a number of major installations are far advanced into the planning stage. 
Estimates of total populations who might be associated with these plants, including workers, 
dependents, and service personnel, vary from 5000 to 16,000. The potential health implications of 
coal processing plants to these people, and to those who might be affected by water and/or air 
transport over greater distances, need to be considered at the very outset of planning. Some 
large-scale liquefaction and gasification facilities exist elsewhere in the world. However, 
environmental measurements around such plants, if they exist at all, are not readily available. It is 
also likely that any coal conversion plants constructed in the U.S. will be considerably different 
than those already in existence. Consequently, analysis of the pollution potential of coal 
processing currently depends on the evaluation of data collected from pilot plant processes and 
bench scale reactors. Although this type of consideration is the only one presently available, it is 
well to point out that many pollution problems will become evident only after a facility has 
operated continuously for a period of weeks or months." ("Coal hydrogenation and environmental 
health", [ HYPER LINK "https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1475092/"]) 

This article also emphasized that "One study of workers in a hydrogenation process has revealed 
an incidence of skin cancer 16-37 times that expected in the chemical industry. In addition, a 
number of high boiling point liquid products were identified as bm3 were reported. Health 
statistics on occupational groups in other coal conversion industries have shown significantly 
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higher lung cancer rates, relative to groups without such occupational exposures .. " These 
findings do not seem to be in support of the conclusions the State of Indiana's analysis for the 
proposed Dale plant stated. 

The lack of other plants of this kind in the US is another warning sign. other targeted sites 
probably have taken preventive actions in the face of uncertainty, and decided on not moving 
forward with such "developments". 

2. Shifting the burden of proof to the proponents of an activity: 
Proponents of the proposed Dale plant place the burden of proof of negative consequences on 
the oppositions, who - in their views -- represent anti-community interests. All the decision
makers, company officials, economic development and environmental management officials, as 
well as worker union representatives and members are, by default, interested in the approval of 
the project, based on creative marketing tactics that depicts any opposition as biased and anti
business. In other words, they are claiming immediate economic measures such as investment, 
job creation, and construction as counterparts of future environmental damages and harmful 
health effects. Any formal model that converts the precautionary principle into economic terms 
would help clarify the concept of precaution and decision-making. It would frame a decision 
problem concerning the prevention and management of risks. It would make an economic 
analysis of the impact of risks on individual and collective welfare, as well as resolve the conflicts 
of interest with the purely economic and technical issues-driven proponents of the proposed plant 
listed below ([ HYPERLINK "https://duboiscountyherald.com/b/residents-seek-more-info-on-coal
to-diesel-plant" ]): 

• Economic Development personnel: 
Tom Utter, the executive director of the Lincolnland Economic Development Corporation, said the 
Indiana Economic Development Corporation first contacted him and said Riverview Energy was 
looking for a site. He's been recruiting the project ever since. "I want to bring something new to 
the community," Utter said. "I got the opportunity to recruit it I've recruited it heavily and I'm still 
recruiting it heavily. I'm recruiting Riverview Energy very strongly, very aggressively." He said it's 
his role with LEDC to "bring companies, industries, into the community .... We search and search 
in a competitive world to find new ways to bring revenues into the community." 
In terms of economic development, he looks for "large projects to bring significant, innovative 
technologies that will revive some of the jobs that have been lost, and create new jobs." 
"The fact is that what we look at is improvements in technology," Utter said. "Technologies now 
produce fewer environmental negatives than older technologies. We do want to keep bringing 
new investment, jobs, but we are looking at processes like this one that would indeed produce 
fewer environmental negatives than the older technologies. And we'll continue to do that to raise 
the bar in the community." 

Questionable aspects of the above approach: 
► New technology does not automatically mean better technology; 

► Fewer environmental negatives do not offer a solution to an existing problem, but become part 
of them; 

• State environmental officials: 
The "innovative" technology proposed for the plant is mimicking the process that took Mother 
Nature millions of years and special conditions to accomplish. That process took place in a closed 
environment, underground, and did not release known toxic substances into the atmosphere at 
an accelerated rate. The proposed hydrogenation process would produce such compounds at an 
alarmingly high rate every day. On the other hand, the health of the workers and residents living 
nearby will not show a sudden decline, and any correlation between certain health problems and 
environmental factors may take decades to recognize, just as in the cases of asbestos, cigarette 
smoking, TEL, and CFCs. Computer models with limited understanding of potential issues 
involved may suggest that "exposure to these hazardous air pollutants continuously for 70 years, 
the risk of getting cancer from this exposure would be 4.6 in 10 million." Even if the numbers were 
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true for cancer risk, they only declare that the loss of few human lives due to additional air 
pollution is acceptable. 

• Coal Industry Representatives: ([ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.upi.com/T o p_N ews/ US/2018/07 /27 /Energy-co mpany%20fig hts-to-build-Americas
first-coal-to-d iesel-pla nt/6111532627651 /"]) 

► Coal-related jobs are quickly disappearing in the Midwest as coal-fired power plants are shut 
down at record speeds, said Bruce Stevens, the president of the Indiana Coal Council. "We've 
lost 4 million tons per year of Indiana coal from retired power plants," Stevens said. "This [coal-to
diesel] plant will replace about half of that. We're very hopeful this plant becomes a reality 
because it will be very helpful to communities in which miners have lost work." 

► It's not just miners who are losing work as the coal industry declines. Local construction 
workers who've made a career of building and maintaining coal facilities are also suffering. "We 
need this for our families, for our futures and for our retirement packages," said Timothy 
Brunfield, a dispatcher for Boilermakers Local 374, a union that represents skilled construction 
workers. "This is not just a new plant, it's a new industry." 

3. Exploring a wide range of alternatives to possibly harmful actions: 
It is interesting to see that extending the life of a dying industry is defined as the birth of a new 
one, considering no other alternatives. According to an article in Financial Times ("Coal is dead; 
long live the sun", The transition to renewables is possible if policymakers plan ahead ([ 
HYPERLINK "https://www.ft.com/content/702822b6-46f0-11 e7-8d27-59b4dd6296b8" ]), "For 
more than 100 years, coal has driven economic growth, powering the Industrial Revolution and 
helping much of the \MJrld develop. But its best days have passed. Pretty much anywhere you 
look in the world, coal is no longer the best option for energy or for jobs. In fact, it's become a 
risky bet." 

From an economic development point of view, however, there might be a promising answer to the 
question: the only thing we have is coal, and lots of it. What can we do? Certainly not what we've 
been doing - burning it, or turning it into other combustive products. Challenging times call for 
challenging our old way of thinking. Coal is a fantastic natural resource that offer a variety of 
useful, environmentally positive and economically pursuable developmental opportunities. One of 
them is the industrial-scale production of activated carbon. 

"The activated carbon market was valued at USO 3,124.73 million in 2017 and is expected to 
expand significantly with an estimated CAGR of 6.24%, mainly due to the growing water 
treatment industry during the forecast period, 2018-2023. Activated carbon removes the 
impurities from water primarily through surface adsorption. It is primarily used for purification of 
gases and liquids in food & beverage processing, industrial pollution control, and environmental 
recovery." ([ HYPER LINK "https://www.mordorintelligence.com/industry-reports/global-activated
carbon-
market?gclid=EAlalQobChM I6ab6m7XY2glVkYbACh01 OwdCEAAYASAAEgJZUfD_BwE" ]) "The 
United States holds the largest market and accounted for 80.18% in activated carbon market in 
North America. Growing end user industries, like pharmaceutical, oil & gas is expected to drive 
the market during the forecasted period. The gradual increase in the number of drilling rigs in the 
United States is expected to gradually increase the consumption of activated carbon during the 
extraction process. In addition, the advances in the technology are opening up scope for 
increasing exploration in the deep-water fields of the Gulf of Mexico. This is expected to open up 
new opportunities for the usage of activated carbon in oil & gas field." 

4. Increasing public participation in decision making: 
In addition to the significant efforts made by the Spencer County Citizens for Quality of Life and 
the NOC2D Coalition in opposition to the proposed coal-to-diesel plant on Dale, the December 5 
IDEM hearing will provide an excellent opportunity for concerned citizens for letting their voice 
heard in the decision-making process. 
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In conclusion, real economic development efforts in finding contemporary use for Indiana's coal 
resources may benefit from concentrating on truly innovative projects that could also mitigate the 
negative environmental effects of the past 100 years of industrial pollution and careless use of 
natural resources. The health and well-being of future generations would also greatly benefit from 
a proactive yet restorative economic development policy that balances immediate interests with 
future ones. 

IDEM Response to Paul Kovacs, Ph.D. Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Paul Kovacs, Ph.D. Comment 2: 

Good Evening! 

My name is Paul Kovacs. I'm a resident of Santa Claus, Indiana. I have a Ph. D. in Physical 
Chemistry, have extensive professional experience in orthopaedic implant material research, that 
is, in how the human body reacts to manmade materials, had technology transfer projects for 
environmentally friendly technologies, and served for 5 yea rs on the Economic Development 
Commission of a Memphis, TN suburb. 

I moved to the US at the age of 32 in the hope of finding the Land of Common Sense for the 
Common Good. Now, 32 years later, I find myself in a situation in which neither of those seem to 
be important. 

It pains me to see that the hardworking people of Spencer County are treated by their elected and 
appointed officials as citizens of a third world country. For their immediate political and financial 
gains, they implement so called "economic development" projects that endanger the health and 
wellbeing of the current and future generations. They adopt a so-called assimilative-capacity 
approach, because the questions asked in that process support extractive and polluting activities 
and related policy making. The question they ask is this: how much more pollution can be 
tolerated in exchange for perceived economic benefits? 

The proposed Coal-to-Diesel Plant by Riverview Energy is promoted by the following selling 
points: 

1. A $2.5 billion investment of unknown origin. Is that a declaration of "for money, we do 
anything? 
2. The first implementation of an advanced technology, which was invented 100 years ago, and 
only used by oppressive regimes in dire needs. Is it so advanced that no other US community 
would welcome it? Or is Southern Indiana considered to be a place where no one would notice 
the difference? 
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3. It would result in reduced property taxes. But it also would result in fast declining property 
values, as well. Who would like to live near an industrial age monster? 
4. It would create jobs. But what kind of jobs and when? Construction jobs now - and future health 
care and special education jobs by the thousands. Is this "economic development" we should 
support and celebrate? 

In contrast to marketing brilliance, the EPA calls for a Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) process, which requires the following ("The Letter of the Law" to follow): 

1. installation of the "Best Available Control Technology" (BACT); 
2. an air quality analysis; 
3. an additional impacts analysis; and 
4. Public involvement. 

This is what Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) has been doing. 
Furthermore, IDEM's stated mission reads: "We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment." 
While Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) does not prevent sources from increasing 
emissions, it is designed to ('The Spirit of the Law" to follow): 

1. protect public health and welfare; 
2. preserve, protect, and enhance the air quality in national parks, national wilderness areas, 
national monuments, national seashores, and other areas of special national or regional natural, 
recreational, scenic, or historic value; 
3. insure that economic growth will occur in a manner consistent with the preservation of existing 
clean air resources; and 
4. assure that any decision to permit increased air pollution in any area to which this section 
applies is made only after careful evaluation of all the consequences of such a decision and after 
adequate procedural opportunities for informed public participation in the decision making 
process. 

Consequently, this opportunity today to speak up against this plant is not an act of kindness by 
the proponents - it is required by the procedure for granting an Air Quality Permit. 

IDEM concludes that despite generating 184.5 tons per year of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 181.8 
tons per year of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), and 120.6 tons per year of sulfur dioxide 
(SO2) as air pollutants in the area, no significant impacts are expected from the proposed facility. 
An additional impacts analysis on vegetation, soils, visibility, and wildlife in the area also 
concluded that no adverse impacts on the surrounding area are expected. 

While IDEM do not operate air quality detectors in the area in question, the proposed permit 
states that existing monitoring is available for all pollutants and averaging times. Pre-construction 
monitoring is not required since modeled concentrations for the applicable pollutants were below 
the significant monitoring concentration thresholds. Why do you model concentrations when you 
say that existing monitoring is available? Why do you need data from a monitoring site in South 
Bend, IN? Is that the closest or most desired input for the model concentrations? Is a 350% 
increase in the 3-hour SO2 emission shown by the Air Quality Analysis really insignificant and 
"Protects Hoosiers and Our Environment?" 

Is Mammoth Cave - 120 km away -- the closest area of "special national or regional natural, 
recreational, scenic, or historic value" to be included in the Air Permit considerations? How about 
Holiday World and the Lincoln Boyhood National Memorial? How about the rest of Southern 
Indiana? Southern Indiana has 1 State Fishing Area, 9 State Parks, 1 reservoir, 1 National 
Memorial, 6 State Memorials, 2 State Wildlife Refuges, 1 National Wildlife Refuge, 1 National 
Forest, 1 National Historic Park, 5 State Wildlife Areas, 10 State Forests. How is the purpose of 
PSD met by concluding that "no adverse impacts on the surrounding area are expected?" 
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Based on the above mentioned deficiencies of protecting public health and welfare as mandated, 
I urge IDEM to reconsider its position and deny the air permit to Riverview Energy. Thank you for 
your attention and consideration. 

IDEM Response to Paul Kovacs, Ph.D. Comment 2: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

With regard to so much of the comment as refers to Mammoth Cave National Park, Class I areas 
include international parks, national wilderness areas which exceed 5,000 acres in size, national 
memorial parks which exceed 5,000 acres in size, and national parks which exceed 6,000 acres 
in size which are in existence as of August 7, 1977. Mammoth Cave National Park, with an area 
of over 52,000 acres, is the only Class I within a distance that affects the source. Pursuant to 
Section 162(b) of the Clean Air Act, 42 USC 7472(b), all of the other areas named by the 
commenter are Class II areas. As noted in IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart Comment 
18, at the request of the Federal Land Manager (FLM) IDEM conducted a local visibility analysis 
for the Lincoln Boyhood National Memorial and determined that the visibility impacts are below 
the screening criteria for a secondary analysis. See IDEM Response to Mr. Howard Gebhart 
Comment 18 for more information. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Paul Kovacs, Ph.D. Comment 3: 

With reference to permit number T147-39554-00065 and in accordance with the "public 
involvement" phase of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) procedures, I'm 
submitting the attached comment in opposition to the proposed coal-to-diesel plant by Riverview 
Energy in Dale, IN. This is my third and final submission of a public comment. Thank you for your 
attention to this very important matter. 

Compliance with the spirit and the letter of the law 
by Paul Kovacs, Ph.D. 

Having attended the IDEM public hearing on December 6, 2018 regarding the draft Air Permit for 
Riverview Energy, I came away with the impression that the majority of comments that addressed 
legal questions were about whether IDEM should follow the letter of law or the spirit in law to 
issue the air permit As I indicated in my comment there, the EPA guidelines for the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) process requires both. 

Spencer County commissioner, Tom Brown, who told IDEM to follow the law to the last letter, has 
forgotten to mention that he, as an elected official, refused to admit that he had a conflict of 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

interest when the Spencer County Commission voted on a resolution in favor of the proposed 
coal-to-diesel plant Being on the board of Lincolnland Economic Development Corp. (LEDC), 
which recruited the project, Mr. Brown is inherently biased and pushing for the approval of the air 
permit. He is using his political power to manipulate the legal system in whatever way he can. For 
instance, the Agenda of the November 20, 2018 meetings of the Commissioners and the County 
Council listed the vote on supporting the Riverview Energy air permit application as "Legal 
Report". That was another blatant attempt to keep the residents of Spencer County in the dark. It 
was very obvious that the "Legal Report" was written by Spencer County Commissioner Attorney 
Jeff Lindsey, a director of LEDC. Lincolnland Economic Development Corp. does not evaluate 
projects based on technical merits, the only criteria is marketability and the potential for pushing it 
through the various levels of legislative and regulatory systems. LEDC attracts businesses with 
the following incentives, as described on their website, [ HYPER LINK 
"http://www.ledc.org/incentives" ]: 

Incentives 

Local Incentives 

Tax Phase-In 
Consideration of up to a ten (10) year phase-in of real and personal property taxes is available. 

Tax Increment Financing 
TIF will also be considered. 

For additional information about local incentives and application processes, please contact 
Lincolnland Economic Development at 812-649-2119. 

other Local Advantages 
Low unemployment insurance rates. 
Low worker's compensation insurance premium rates. 
Competitive local utility rates. 
Modest property taxes. 
Competitive land pricing. 
No wheel tax. 
No inventory tax. 

State Incentives 

Employee Training Grants 
Being implemented in Spencer County by WorkOne. 

For Indiana State incentives, feel free to contact Indiana Economic Development Corporation at 
(800) 463-8081 or by email at [ HYPER LINK "mailto:iedc@iedc.in.gov"] 

With regards to health and environmental considerations, County Commissioner Brown was 
quoted in a recent news article ([ HYPERLINK 
"https://ind ianaeco no micdigest.com/main .asp?Section I 0=31 &amp;subsection I D=352&a mp ;article 
10=94209"]) as: "I can only make a decision on the data we have," he said, adding that nobody 
wants pollution and that's why there are agencies like IDEM. In other words, his data does not 
include opposition by thousands of his constituents or data other than anything related to money. 
Now he expects IDEM to come up with data to show that the proposed plant will cause no 
significant health problems or environmental damages. All this under the disguise of lawfulness. 

It is the applicant responsibility to demonstrate that it will be able to comply with all federal and 
state laws regarding air pollution control before IDEM can issue an air permit IDEM is mandated 
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by law to protect public health and the environment. It would go directly against the spirit of the 
law if I DEM issued an air permit because economic policy pressure by any local government 
bodies that are in obvious denial of any other potential issues than loss of investments or job 
creation opportunities. The coal-to diesel plant project by Riverview Energy is being pushed by its 
proponents against the spirit of the a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) process, for 
which IDEM has to follow the letter of the law as summarized below, based on [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.epa.gov/nsr/prevention-significant-deterioration-basic-information" ]: 

THE SPIRIT OF PSD THE LETTERS (STEPS) of PSD 
1. protect public health and welfare; 

1. installation of the "Best Available 
2. preserve, protect, and enhance the air quality in Control Technology" (BACT); 
national parks, national wilderness areas, national 
monuments, national seashores, and other areas 
of special national or regional natural, recreational, 2. an air quality analysis; 
scenic, or historic value; 

3. insure that economic growth will occur in a 3. an additional impacts analysis; and 
manner consistent with the preservation of existing 
clean air resources; and 

4. public involvement. 
4. assure that any decision to permit increased air 
pollution in any area to which this section applies 
is made only after careful evaluation of all the 
consequences of such a decision and after 
adequate procedural opportunities for informed 
public participation in the decision making 
process. 

The whole PSD process becomes meaningless if it starts with the end result (an issued air 
permit) in mind, as local officials would like the process to be run by IDEM. Turning the whole 
process upside down would require certain modeling and assessment activities to pick and 
choose data that fits the desired outcome. Unfortunately, the Indiana Administrative Code ([ 
HYPERLINK "http://www.in.gov/legislative/iac/iac_title?iact=326"]) is vague enough in the 
Monitoring Requirements (Article 3) to allow for such manipulation. By defining data as it can be 
practically anything, modeling can result in conclusions that may have nothing to do with 
reality: 
(5) "Data" means the results of any type of monitoring or method, including the results of: 
(A) instrumental or non-instrumental monitoring; 
(B) emission calculations; 
(C) manual sampling procedures; 
(D) record keeping procedures; or 
(E) any other form of information collection procedure used in connection with any type of 
monitoring or method. 

While IDEM'S air quality analysis meets the letter of the law specified above, it lacks actual 
existing air quality data, which can only be obtained by monitors on the site in question. This 
necessitated to come up with excuses and questionable explanations for how background 
concentrations were estimated. Specifically, the draft air permit states on page 1211 that: 

"The background monitors used for the NAAQS analysis were monitor ID number 18-141-0015, 
located in South Bend, IN for 1-hour NO2, monitor ID number 18-163-0021, located in Evansville, 
IN, for 1-hour, 3-hour, 24-hour, and annual SO2 and finally monitor number 18-147-0009 located 
in Dale, IN, for annual and 24-hour PM2.5. The latest 3-year design value (2015-2017) for each of 
these monitors was used in the modeling analysis. These sites are considered the most 
representative sites with complete data relative to REC. For NO2 background values, there are 
only two monitors within the state that have complete and quality assured data, both of which are 
in northern Indiana. The monitor in South Bend, Indiana is located in a more rural area than the 
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Gary IITRI monitor, which is located in a more industrialized area. The more rural location of the 
NO2 monitor in South Bend is comparable to the proposed location for REC." 

The NO2 monitor in South Bend seems to discredit the results of the NAAQS analysis in many 
different ways: 

1) All other monitors, except for the PM2.5 in Dale, are located in Evansville. Evansville also has 
an NO2 monitor, which, according to the IDEM monitoring site information on the web, has 1 
in the POC column. That would indicate that"- Data from this instrument meets EPA quality 
assurance criteria for regulatory purposes." Why does then the draft permit state that "For 
NO2 background values, there are only two monitors within the state that have complete and 
quality assured data, both of which are in northern Indiana."? 

w 11 

If there was no complete data set for that monitor, that should have been stated - not the 
implication that Evansville does not have this type of monitor. Apparently, that monitor was in 
operation before 2015, and the green underlining indicates that the data has been validated. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer· Douglas Logan, PE. 

~@Mi 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

2) The question why the South Bend monitor was picked over the Evansville one is significant 
because it opens up the possibility that the South Bend data is more favorable input for 
arriving at a lower background concentration. The claim that "The more rural location of the 
NO2 monitor in South Bend is comparable to the proposed location for REC." could have 
been applied to the SO2 monitor in Evansville as well. Sadly enough, while looking for data 
from the time period for the NAAQS analysis (2015-2017), I found that the NO2 concentration 
and other nitrogen oxides for July 15, 2017 contained several negative values: 
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Permit Reviewer· Douglas Logan, PE. 
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On July 15, 2017, the daily average concentration for NO2 in South Bend comes out to 
be 2.02 ppb because of the lowering effect of the negative values. For the same day in 
Evansville, the corresponding daily average concentration was 5.91 ppb, that is, almost 3 
times higher. Now, based on the South Bend data, the NAAQS analysis showed a rather 
narrow gap (only 47.72 [g/m3) from "NAAQS VIOLATION": 
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Consequently, if the South Bend monitor systematically underreported the NO2 
concentration, a 1.71 times higher actual background concentration would violate the 
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NAAQS. The spirit of the law would question the validity of the 1-hour NO2 pollution 
analysis. 

3) Additionally, even though with a much higher margin of error, the reliability of the Evansville 
SO2 data is also questionable because negative concentration values were found there, too: 

What's even more concerning is that the negative concentration values were validated by 
IDEM personnel - see green underlining. This simply shows that even data from 
monitoring cannot be trusted in this draft permit 

How about the trustworthiness of modeled data? 

4) The NAAQS violation is determined by the sum of two values, the MAXIM UM MODELED 
CONCENTRATION"+ the "BACKGROUND CONCENTRATION". Both can be easily 
underestimated. Nevertheless, their ration gives an easy indication of potentially significant 
problems, expressed in percentage change. As shown below in red numbers, the 3-hour SO2 
pollution can be particularly worrisome. A 350% increase over the current estimate means 
that the air will contain 4.5 times more SO2 than now: 
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Such huge, negative change in air quality is difficult not to notice, and conclude that it is 
insignificant. As Dr. Marchand pointed out during her public comment, we are dealing with 
people, not just numbers. "Protecting Hoosiers and Our Environment" means much more than 
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just meeting - often arbitrarily - set numbers. In this sense, the NAAQS Analysis results are 
raising red flags in relation to the significance of increased air pollution. 

5) My understanding is that IDEM is not operating monitors in rural areas because the low 
density of population does not justify the cost of equipment and operations. I respectfully 
suggest that getting relevant air quality data may not require substantial financial resources. 
Having heard that IDEM is not monitoring air quality in the Santa Claus area, I found a web 
site, where I actually could monitor the air quality ay my home address. Breezometer.com ([ 
HYPER LINK "https :/ /breezo meter.com/air-qua lily-ma pi" ]) can show the concentration of the 
6 major pollutants. As an example, the location of the proposed coal-to-diesel plant is shown 
below: 

By now, there is an iPhone application also available ([ HYPER LINK 
"https://itunes.apple.com/us/app/breezometer-air-quality-index/id989623380" ]), which is 
promoted as follows: 

"Do you really know what is in the air you breathe? 
BreezoMeter is the world leader in location-specific real-time air quality data, already helping 
more than 5.5 billion people improve their health with actionable data. 

For the first time, you can see what is in the air you breathe, wherever you are, with this top-rated 
air quality App. 

It's never been easier to check air pollution levels with BreezoMeter's app, which offers an 
intuitive and accurate way to get real-time outdoor air pollution information at your specific 
location, not just at the nearest governmental monitoring station, which could be far away, and 
does not take into consideration any other parameters that affect air quality. 

---------------------------------------------------- HOW IT WORKS 
By collecting data from over 40,000 governmental sensors worldwide, traffic patterns, weather 
dynamics, satellite data and more, BreezoMeter uses BIG DATA infrastructure to validate over 
1.8TB of data every hour, producing 440 million geographical data points. 7.5 billion compound 
calculations are then performed by proprietary dispersion algorithms, using machine learning 
techniques, to understand how air pollution moves and disperses. 
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BreezoMeter also provides advanced air quality solutions for businesses & municipalities." 

6) Between June 14 and June 21, 2018, I monitored the air quality through the BreezoMeter 
web site at 6 different location: Santa Claus, Dale, Ferdinand, St. Meinrad, Rockport, and the 
Rockport Power Plant (PP). The 7-day averages looked like this: 

J.-Day Air f}ua!ty Data Averages for Towns and PP 

One could only wish that similar monitoring of the proposed REC plant and key nearby locations 
(school, nursing home) had been conducted by IDEM officials. Having seen the result of the 
NAAQS Analysis in the draft air permit, I can make the following predictions for the impact on the 
3-hour S02 concentrations in Dale and nearby towns, by adding a 350% increase to the levels 
observed in June, 2018: 

7-Day Ak QuaHty Data ,1.\verages for Towns and PP 

12JJC 

Gale 

Simply put, the S02 concentration in these towns will be more than twice as much as the current 
concentration at the Rockport Power Plant. This is, again, directly contradicts the IDEM 
conclusion that "the proposed coal-to-diesel plant in southern Indiana will not significantly affect 
air quality or residents' health." But even without adding the estimated pollution from the 
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proposed plant to the current levels, it is apparent from the current data that Dale already has an 
air quality issue, particularly in the N02 category: 

7-Dav /\k Quzdity Data /\verages fo, Towns and PP 
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7) Modeling air quality in Dale using data from South Bend or Evansville cannot be expected to 
provide reliable results according to other comparative sources. For instance, Numbeo.com 
says that air pollution in Evansville is about twice as high than in South Bend -- 25 vs. 12.5 ([ 
HYPERLINK 
"https://www.numbeo.com/po llution/compare _ cities.jsp?cou ntry1 =Un ited+States&co untry2= U 
nited+States&city1 = Evansville%2C+ IN &city2=So uth+ Be nd%2C+ I N&tracking=get DispatchCo 
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Several data points taken in a one-day period (12/6/18-12/7/18) using BreezoMeter.com show an 
average NO2 concentration of 4.84±2.36 ppb, 11.09±5.10 ppb, and 8.86±3.49 ppb for South 
Bend, Evansville, and Dale, respectively. The differences do not seem to be negligible. 

8) Based on concerns about the accuracy and validity of the Air Quality Analysis in the draft air 
permit to REC, my suggestion is that IDEM delay any decision until a better understanding of 
the current air quality is gained. IDEM should investigate if the concerns about faulty monitors 
are valid, and develop a more comprehensive interpretation of the data. A pilot study on the 
feasibility of using BreezoMeter data should be conducted. BreezoMeter data should be 
compared with reliable IDEM monitor data, and if they correlate, remote (rural) locations 
could be monitored, as well as reliable background concentrations could be established. 

In conclusion, in its draft form the air permit may comply with the letter of the law, but definitely is 
not in compliance with the spirit of the law. Therefore, I urge IDEM to either deny or delay the 
issuance of the air permit to Riverview Energy. Otherwise, I respectfully propose that IDEM 
become the acronym for In Denial of Environmental Management. Lincolnland Economic 
Development Corp. has passed this project to IDEM with an attitude that "we don't know and we 
don't care." IDEM must respond with an attitude that "we know and we care". Riverview Energy is 
trying to create a precedent for an anti-human technology, using Spencer County's LEDC and 
IDEM as "partners in crime" 

The anti-democratic process demanded by Spencer County Commissioner Tom Brown as the 
legal way is nothing else than the denial of the legal way to take its intended course. Using 
Rubik's cubes to illustrate the differences between the two approaches, it is shown below that 
following the spirit and the letter of the law results in order and predictability, while following 
wishful thinking and manipulating the law leads to chaos and future problems: 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section. 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matter 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Vivian M. Philipps Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 30, 2018, Ms. Vivian M. Philipps, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Vivian M. Philipps Comment: 

This letter is in regard to the coal to diesel plant that is being considered to be built in Dale, IN. 
The permit number is T147-39554-00065. I have several concerns about this proposal. 
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To start off with, I feel it was very underhanded the way the matters vvere handled by our town 
board and zoning board. The people of Dale were left in the dark and it was very unprofessional 
the way the decisive meeting was conducted. I don't understand why a project of this magnitude 
could be decided by so few people, especially when they were asked about it their response was 
"I don't know much about it." It appears they evidently didn't do much research. 

I am very concerned about the effect such a plant will have on the health of the people. It will not 
only endanger the citizens of Dale, but all of Southern Indiana. Pollution does not know the 
boundaries of Dale or Spencer County. We already have such a high incidence of cancer, as 
well as respiratory diseases in this area. It is planned to be built approximately one mile from an 
elementary school and a nursing home which I find very appealing and inhuman. 

Spencer County is ranked high as one of the most polluted counties in the nation and now they 
want to contribute to this. We already have an abundance of super polluters in the area. Is this 
how we want to be remembered as the generation that did this to our children and grandchildren? 
How do we know what the long term effects of this will be if there has never been such a plant in 
the United States? 

IDEM Response to Ms. Vivian M. Philipps Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Larita Killian Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 30, 2018, Ms. Larita Killian of Columbus, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Larita Killian Comment 1: 

Please do not grant a permit to this new plant, so close to schools and nursing homes. Please 
recognize reality: coal is finished. The world can no longer afford the burning of coal. The future 
of civilization is at stake. The only people who do not recognize that vve should eliminate coal are 
1) those who sale or burn coal and 2) the politicians they support. Why pollute Indiana's air? Why 
not let Indiana, yes even Indiana!!, become a forward-looking state that knows that alternative 
energy is the only hope for our future? Coal has had its day and vve can no longer afford to 
pander to coal interests. Out future is at risk. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Larita Killian Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
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Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Susan Smith Comments and IDEM Responses 

On November 30, 2018, Ms. Susan Smith, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Susan Smith Comment 1: 

I am opposed to this use of diesel fuel for a new power plant We should be trying to use 
alternative fuels in all new endeavors for power plants. Time to use renewable energy to save 
our planet for our next generations. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Susan Smith Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Kimberley Baker, Ph.D., Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 1, 2018, Kimberly Baker, Ph.D., of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Kimberly Baker, Ph.D., Comment 1: 

I am writing to ask that your committee vote "no" on the proposed Riverview Energy Coal-to
Diesel plant permit I am a resident of North Spencer County, living about 10 miles east of the 
proposed Riverview Energy plant As you and your committee consider this permit request, 
please think in terms of the overall community and region surrounding the plant and not just the 
plant itself. 

A 2016 EPA study ranks Spencer County at 23rd in terms of high level of toxins released into the 
air. And the state of Indiana ranks 1st in the amount of total toxic chemicals released per square 
mile. We cannot afford to have additional toxins released into the air, even if the pollutants from 
the proposed plant would indeed be below the national standards, as Riverview claims. Some 
citizens who have studied the proposed plant suggest that the pollution would be at a higher level 
than Riverview claims, of course. 

Since moving to Spencer County in 2012, I have begun to experience respiratory infections and 
coughs throughout the year at a level I have never experienced. My of my neighbors take for 
granted that they will have coughs that last for 2-4 weeks each year. It is difficult not to think that 
the respiratory illness correlate to the high level of toxins released into the air in the county. 
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I love Spencer County because of the rural setting and the many hiking trails. There is much to 
do outdoors for recreation, but we need clean air in order to make the most of the opportunities. 

Your committee would be aware that air quality is a public health issue and a quality of life issue. 
Please protect our well-being and vote "no" on this proposed permit. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

IDEM Response to Kimberly Baker, Ph.D., Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Cliff Irvin Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 1, 2018, Mr. Cliff Irvin, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Cliff Irvin Comment 1: 

Absolutely no to the refinery. No no no 

IDEM Response to Mr. Cliff Irvin Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Robert Alvis Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 1, 2018, Mr. Robert Alvis, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Robert Alvis Comment: 

My name is Robert Alvis, and I am a resident of the town of Ferdinand, Indiana. IDEM is currently 
accepting comments regarding the potential construction of a coal-to-diesel refinery plant in the 
town of Dale (permit number T147-39554-00065). I am writing to express my strong opposition to 
the proposed refinery, which would be located just a few miles from my house. 

I first moved to southwestern Indiana fourteen years ago, and I am proud to call the region home. 
It is a wonderful place to live and to raise a family. It has a rich history, the people are friendly, 
and the natural environment is beautiful. 
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One feature of the region that concerns me, though, is pollution. We are home to a wide variety of 
industrial plants, including a number that are classified as "super-polluters." Spencer County, the 
proposed home of the new plant, is already awash in dangerous pollutants. According to EPA 
data, it ranks 23rd out of more than 3,000 counties nationwide in terms of the amount of pollution 
it produces. Although you can't see it, there are particulate matter and chemicals in our air, water, 
and soil that have serious repercussions for the health of area residents. 

The coal-to-diesel plant proposed for Dale would only make matters worse-a lot worse. The 
amount of resources slated to be processed in the plant each day, including tens of thousands of 
tons of coal, over a million gallons of "waste water," and untold amounts of sodium sulfide and 
methyl diethanolamine, is mind-boggling. The dangerous chemicals produced through its 
processes would include vast amounts of hydrogen sulfide, ammonia, sulfur dioxide, and carbon 
monoxide. 

If construction of this new refinery is allowed to proceed, I fear that the quality of life in this 
beautiful region would be severely compromised for many years to come. The added pollution 
would compromise the health of local citizens and shorten lives. The massive plant itself would 
rise up from our gently rolling hills as a widely visible eyesore, discouraging tourists and potential 
new residents alike. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. I am far from alone in worrying about the 
consequences of this new refinery, judging from the "No C2D" signs proliferating across Spencer 
County and beyond. I beg of you, please take these concerns into account and do what you can 
to stop this project before it is too late. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Robert Alvis Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Greg Kempf Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 2, 2018, Mr. Greg Kempf of Avon, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Greg Kempf Comment 1: 

I'm writing to oppose granting permit number T147-39554-00065, Air Permit for Riverview Energy 
Corporation in Spencer County. I'm opposed due to the added carbon emissions the proposed 
plant will be emitting into our atmosphere. The millions of tons of added carbon emissions will 
make Indiana's air pollution even worse than it currently is, one of the worst in the nation. 
Several scientific reports have been published this year showing the dire consequences of adding 
more carbon emissions into our atmosphere. The Purdue Climate Change Research Center has 
issued several reports this year documenting the harmful effects to the state's health, 
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infrastructure, economics and agriculture. Nationally, the National Climate Assessment 
documented its harmful effects across the nation. Internationally, the IPCC issued global effects 
from too much CO2 in the atmosphere, issuing dire warnings as the Paris Climate Agreement's 
goal of a 2 degree max rise isn't on track to being met Statewide, we need to find ways to 
reduce carbon emissions, not increase them. Please reject this threat to our safety in so many 
scientifically documented ways. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Greg Kempf Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 

Ms. Maura Beckman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 2, 2018, Ms. Maura Beckman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Maura Beckman Comment 1: 

I live in Southern Indiana where a company is planning to build a large plant to convert coal to 
diesel. I understand that this is the first plant of this kind in the US. 

Recently the news reported that the plant would emit tons of various chemicals annually. It was 
reported that IDEM had evaluated the proposed plant and stated that these chemicals would not 
be harmful to the health of the area residents! 

We already suffer from the emissions of two coal fired power plants in Petersburg and a coal fired 
power plant in Rockport. We frequently have ozone warnings recommending that anyone with 
breathing problems should remain indoors. How can the chemical emissions from this proposed 
plant be harmless to the health of the area residents? We already have an overabundance of 
emissions from the Southern Indiana industries and the three power plants in the area. In 
addition it has been stated that this plant would also emit rotten egg odors throughout the area. 

Are possible jobs in the area sufficient reason to allow this plant to be built? Our area has a very 
low unemployment rate and many positions remain unfilled in local industries. 

Can another evaluation be done before construction is begun on this plant? The lives and health 
of our children and grandchildren are at stake. Thank you for your consideration! 

IDEM Response to Ms. Maura Beckman Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
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No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Donald Brian Abrell and Mrs. Kathleen Ann Abrell Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 2, 2018, Mr. Donald Brian Abrell and Mrs. Kathleen Ann Abrell, submitted comments to 
IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Donald Brian Abrell and Mrs. Kathleen Ann Abrell Comment 1: 

Please note our strong opposition to the Coal to Diesel plant proposed to be built near Dale, 
Indiana. As we are both former career IDNR employees, we have spent our lifetimes in natural 
resources and devoted our careers to protecting and restoring environmental quality in this State. 
We know all too well the serious environmental problems Indiana already suffers from a history of 
poor land use practices, particularly southern Indiana as relates to coal production. It is not safe 
for children or women of child bearing age to eat fish from ANY waters in this state due to heavy 
metal contamination that can be directly linked to air pollution problems caused by the burning of 
coal from power plants. It is both ludicrous and a debacle of justice that IDEM would even think 
of approving a permit for such a plant in a region that is already plagued with air and water 
pollution problems of severe public health significance. With advanced degrees in the 
environmental sciences, we can only assume the reasons this permit made it even this far in the 
approval process are, frankly, illegal payoffs of public officials or indecent bureaucratic politics. 
Both are simply abominable in a government organization supposedly dedicated to protecting our 
environment. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Donald Brian Abrell and Mrs. Kathleen Ann Abrell Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Kristine Schroeder Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 3, 2018, Ms. Kristine Schroeder, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Kristine Schroeder Comment 1: 

PLEASE CONSIDER THE HEAL TH OF THE COMMUNITY AND ITS PEOPLE! PUT HUMAN 
LIVES AND A BEAUTIFUL COMMUNITY ABOVE THE NEEDS OF COMPANIES. GREED IS 
DESTROYING OUR NATION. YOU HAVE THE POWER TO MAKE A DIFFERENCE. OUR 
LIVES HERE ON EARTH ARE SHORT COMPARED TO ETERNITY. PLEASE DO WHAT IS 
RIGHT AND JUST, NOT WHAT IS JUST PROFITABLE. May God guide you and your 
constituents in making the right choice for the people of these counties. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Bruce Vaal Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 3, 2018, Mr. Bruce Vaal of New Albany, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Bruce Vaal Comment 1: 

PLEASE stop this plant! Southern Indiana certainly does not need another super polluter! 
Spencer County is already once of the most polluted counties in the entire US! We are watching 
you IDEM! 

IDEM Response to Mr. Bruce Vaal Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Alan Winternheimer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 3, 2018, Mr. Alan Winternheimer, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Alan Winternheimer Comment 1: 

With Southern Indiana already leading the nation in pollution, it is unthinking, thoughtless and 
uncaring to consider placing this coal-to-diesel plant here. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Alan Winternheimer Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Paul Hess Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 3, 2018, Mr. Paul Hess, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Paul Hess Comment 1: 

I am a former Hoosier, now scientist involved in the determination of asbestos in building 
materials. I have family in the area that will be impacted by the coal to diesel plant, the subject of 
the referenced permit number. Having also worked in the oil & gas arena, I am well aware of the 
use of asbestos containing materials in piping gasket and insulation materials. Many of which I 
have viewed under microscope. I am sure this plant will contain a great volume of piping and 
needed gasket material at pipe junctures and for insulation in its operation. As the below listed 
products have yet to be banned, I am deeply concerned about the potential use of such in the 
construction of said coal to diesel plant Since they have written an OEM plan for dealing with 
asbestos containing materials, I suspect they intend to use them. In that event, are there any 
listed procedures for monitoring the emplacement of asbestos containing materials? Weathering 
and daily use will deteriorate the materials allowing for fiber release. Any such occurrence 
exterior of containment will allow for downwind dispersal of released fibers. While there are many 
regulations allowing for "X" amount in a set volume of air over a set time frame, we all know it 
only takes one fiber to cause an individual a problem. I would hate to have that on my 
conscience. 

The manufacture, importation, processing and use in industry of the following products are not 
currently banned. All things which could be utilized in construction of the plant 
·Cement corrugated sheet 
·Cement flat sheet 
·Pipeline wrap 
·Roofing felt 
Vinyl floor tile 
·Cement shingle 
·Cement pipe 
·Gaskets 
·Non-roofing coatings 
· Roof coatings 

One other point, I fail to see anywhere that all the rain waters the raw coal will be exposed to, 
along with the effluent from coal dust control, will be safely contained, cleaned and kept out of the 
local groundwater supply. These are my concerns as is the obvious potential for lingering 
environmental issues such as those left by the similar plants constructed and used by the 
Germans in WWII. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Paul Hess Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

With regard to so much of the comment as concerns asbestos-containing materials, IDEM, OAQ 
does not consider the presence of Category I or Category 11 nonfriable asbestos containing 
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material (as defined at 326 IAC 14-10-2(10) and (11 )) within a source to be an emissions unit as 
defined at 326 IAC 1-2-23.5. Because the source will not manufacture asbestos-containing 
materials, and because the asbestos-containing products that may be in use will not emit air 
pollutants under normal conditions of use, emissions unit operation conditions regarding asbestos 
are not required in the permit. Condition C.7 - Asbestos Abatement Projects includes terms to 
implement the requirements of 326 IAC 14-10 and 40 CFR 61, Subpart M regarding projects 
conducted by Indiana-licensed personnel. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

David and Elvia Hall Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 3, 2018, David and Elvia Hall, of Dale, Indiana submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. The same comments were received 
by U.S. Mail on December 6, 2018. 

David and Elvia Hall Comment 1: 

I agree with the comments by Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life and Earth Justice. 

I am writing to you to share my concerns about the proposed Coal-to-Diesel plant sited in Dale, 
IN, 2.5 miles from my home. My wife and I, our 2 daughters and 7 grandchildren have resided in 
Spencer County for the past 44 years. 

Appendix A Emission Calculations: This refinery will emit 2.2 million tons of CO2 per year. 
However, Riverview has deliberately decided not to sequester carbon, because it would have 
increased the cost of the plant. 

The refinery will produce hydrogen sulfide, which is a deadly poison. And it will emit sulfur dioxide 
which will smell like rotten eggs. 

The refinery will also allow 26 tons per year of Hazardous Pollutants into our air. These include, 
Benzene, n -Hexane, Toluene, and Xylenes. These are all known carcinogens. 

Southern Indiana has been a hot bed for large corporations like this to further pollute the air, land 
and water. Since IDEM came out with their 'no significant impact statement', how many farms and 
businesses will shut down? What would this do to our heritage and Lincoln Parks? My wife and I 
are nearing retirement and have 2 homes on 32 acres. One home is a vacation rental. I fear the 
devaluation of our home and business will greatly be impacted by this plant Who wants to live 
near a poison factory? 44 years of living in Spencer County and saving for our future generation 
is now threatened, and so is our families' health. 

Lincoln Land Development Corp, our County Commissions and the Dale Town Board, in their 
ignorance, are touting this as 'economic growth', while at the same time destroying our heritage, 
bringing illnesses to our families with the high probability of shutting farms and businesses down 
that have been in Southern Indiana for generations. 

Please reference the following links: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.cbsnews.com/news/indiana
soybean-farmer-witnesses-effects-of-climate-change-in-ruined-crops/"] 

[ HYPER LINK "https://www.indystar.com/story/news/environment/2018/11 /27/climate-report
spells-impacts-indiana-timber-tourism-agriculture/2123675002/" ] 

After the recent reports from the U.N. and the US Government, why are we contributing to the 
problem and not helping? 

Thank you for taking time to read this letter, and I ask your consideration for the health and 
welfare of the citizens of Southern IN and the tri-state area. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 

Mr. Randall L. Philipps Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 3, 2018, Mr. Randall L Philipps, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Randall L. Philipps Comment: 

This is in reference to permit number T147-39554-00065 pertaining to the coal to diesel plant 
being proposed to be built at Dale, IN. Please, take into consideration the effect such a plant 
would have on the people in this whole region. 

According to the Riverview application (page B1) the plant could emit 184 tons of nitrogen oxide, 
255 tons of carbon monoxide, 120 tons of sulfur dioxide, 139 tons of particulate matter, 2.2 million 
tons of carbon dioxide and 32 tons of hazardous air particle every year. With this in mind, how 
can it not make matters worse here? We already have enough super polluters in this area. It 
would be approximately one mile from an elementary school and nursing home. 

Would you want your family exposed to all of this? 

IDEM Response to Mr. Randall L. Philipps Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 
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Ms. Angela Rahman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 3, 2018, Ms. Angela Rahman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit Ms. Rahman submitted additional comments by 
email on December 7, 2018, see below. 

Ms. Angela Rahman Comment: 

I am writing today on behalf of myself, my family, and the citizens in Southwestern Indiana who 
will be near and downwind of the proposed Riverview Energy Coal-to-Diesel plant 

I disagree with your preliminary finding that this plant will have "no significant impact" on the air 
quality in our region. With the many TONS of pollutants itemized in the permit application, the 
Riverview Energy plant will most definitely have a VERY SIGNIFICANT impact on the air quality 
and on our health in our region. In addition, the EPA has classified Hydrogen Sulfide, which will 
be produced in significant amounts at this plant, as an "Extremely Hazardous Substance". 

The Southwestern Indiana region is already surrounded by super-polluters, so it appears that 
IDEM considers that locating another super-polluter in the "Sacrifice Zone" of Southwestern 
Indiana couldn't hurt As a citizen who lives in the "Sacrifice Zone", I feel that we have sacrificed 
enough. We do not need or want this plant in our area. 

If according to your preliminary draft, the effect of those TONS of deadly materials would not 
violate state or federal regulations, then those state and federal regulations are woefully 
inadequate to protect the health and well-being of Hoosiers and American citizens, especially the 
children at the elementary school or the elderly at the nursing home who are all within one mile of 
the proposed plant We feel that the state does not fully appreciate the potential risk to the region 
for many generations to come. 

IDEM based some of their findings on monitors in far northern Indiana because there are no 
appropriate monitors in Southern Indiana. There are NO monitors in Spencer County to measure 
ozone, carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, hydrogen sulfide, or the other chemicals that will be 
released by this plant. The only monitor in Spencer County is one to measure PM2.5, located at 
David Turnham Elementary School. How can we trust IDEM to monitor these pollutants and 
protect us from these hazardous chemicals when no monitors exist? 

It is IDEM's responsibility to protect our environment, and to stand up for our right to better health. 
In order to do that; IDEM needs to DENY the Riverview Energy air permit. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Angela Rahman Comment: 
Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Steve Krampe Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 3, 2018, Mr. Steve Krampe, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Steve Krampe Comment: 

Please see the enclosed article which appeared in our local newspaper on 11/24/18. It is another 
ominous report on the effects of pollution on our environment. The EPA and IDEM are not doing 
enough to regulate the continuous dumping of hazardous chemicals into our climate by 
uncontrolled industry. 

Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, in response to the Administration's Climate 
Report, posted the following on Facebook on 11/24/18: 

"This federal climate change report was released by the White House yesterday on Black Friday 
and confirms exactly what local authorities Dr. Erin Marchand, chemical engineer Randy Vaal, Dr. 
Norma Kreilein, and farmer Jerry Steckler stated at our Nov 1 forum at Heritage Hills. 

According to Riverview Energy's air permit application, the proposed, massive coal-to-diesel 
refinery in Dale would annually emit 2.2 million tons of the greenhouse gas CO2. Meanwhile, in 
the midst of growing awareness of the effects of human-caused climate change and our need to 
shift away from fossil fuels -in stark contrast-IDEM claims the refinery would have "no significant 
impact" on the region and the broad environment. 

IDEM officials -appointed by Governor Holcomb -must be accountable to residents and 
taxpayers" 

Our citizens, governments (including IDEM) and industry must work together to be good stewards 
of our environment, protect our families and promote our well-being, as well as the well-being of 
future generations. We must insist that our industry act in a way that places the highest respect 
on the health and safety of all our citizens, even if this means exceeding the letter of the law. 

Please deny the Riverview Energy air permit application. Please do your part to help protect the 
environment in Southern Indiana. It's time to put the health and well-being of Hoosiers ahead of 
industry. 

Attachment: 

Administration issues dire climate report 
By BRADY DENNIS and CHRIS MOONEY 
WP News Service 

The federal government on Friday released a long-awaited report with an unmistakable message: 
The impacts of climate change, from deadly wildfires to increasingly debilitating hurricanes and 
heat waves, are already battering the United States, and the danger of more such catastrophes Is 
worsening. 

The report's authors, who represent numerous federal agencies, say they are more certain than 
ever that climate change poses a severe threat to Americans' health and pocketbooks, as well as 
to the country's infrastructure and natural resources. And while it avoids policy recommendations, 
the report's sense of urgency and alarm stand in stark contrast to the lack of any apparent plan 
from President Donald Trump to tackle the problems which, according to the government he runs, 
are increasingly dire. The congressionally mandated document - the first of its kind issued during 
the Trump administration - details how climate-fueled disasters and other types of worrying 
changes are becoming more commonplace around the country and how much worse they could 
become in the absence of efforts to combat global warming. 
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Already, western mountain ranges are retaining much less snow throughout the year, threatening 
water supplies below them. Coral reefs in the Caribbean, Hawaii, Florida, and the U.S.'s Pacific 
territories are experiencing severe bleaching events. Wildfires are devouring ever larger areas 
during longer fire seasons. And the country's sole Arctic state, Alaska, is seeing a staggering rate 
of warming that has utterly upended its ecosystems, from once ice·clogged coastlines to 
increasingly thawing permafrost tundras. 

The National Climate Assessment's publication marks the government's fourth comprehensive 
look at climate change impacts on the United States since 2000. The last came in 2014. 
Produced by 13 federal departments and agencies and overseen by the U.S. Global Change 
Research Program, it stretches well over 1,000 pages in length and draws more definitive, and in 
some cases startling, conclusions than earlier versions. 

The authors argue that global warming "is transforming where and how we live and presents 
growing challenges to human health and quality of life, the economy, and the natural systems that 
support us." And they conclude that humans must act aggressively to adapt to current impacts 
and mitigate future catastrophes "to avoid substantial damages ta the U.S. economy, 
environment, and human health and well-being over the coming decades." 

"The impacts we've seen the last 15 years have continued to get stronger, and that will only 
continue," said Gary Yohe, a professor of economics and environmental studies at Wesleyan 
University, who served on a National Academy of Sciences panel that reviewed the report. 'We 
have wasted 15 years of response time. If we waste another 5 years of response time, the story 
gets worse. The longer you wait, the faster you have to respond, and the more expensive it will 
be." 

That urgency is at odds with the stance of the Trump administration, which has rolled back 
several Obama-era environmental regulations and incentivized the production of fossil fuels. 
Trump also has said he plans to withdraw the nation from the Paris climate accord, and 
questioned the science of climate change just last month, telling CBS' "60 Minutes" that "I don't 
know that it's man-made" and that the warming trend "could very well go back." 

Furthermore, as the northeast faced a cold spell this week, Trump tweeted, "Whatever happened 
to Global Warming?" This shows a misunderstanding that climate scientists have repeatedly tried 
to correct - a confusion between daily weather fluctuations and long-term climate trends. 

The White House did not immediately respond to a request for comment on Friday's report. 
However, the administration last year downplayed a separate government report calling human 
activity the dominant driver of global warming, saying in a statement that "the climate has 
changed and is always changing." 

Given that history, some of the scores of scientists and federal officials who spent months 
working on the detailed document were frustrated, but not surprised, that the administration 
chose to release it on the day after Thanksgiving - typically one of the slowest news days of the 
year. Several people involved in the report said its release originally had been planned for early 
December, but after a behind-the-scenes debate in recent weeks about when to make it public, 
administration officials settled on Black Friday. 

"This report draws a direct connection between the warming atmosphere and the resulting 
changes that affect Americans' lives, communities, and livelihoods, now and in the future," the 
document reads, concluding that "the evidence of human-caused climate change is 
overwhelming and continues to strengthen, that the impacts of climate change are intensifying 
across the country, and that climate-related threats to Americans' physical, social, and economic 
well-being are rising." 

The report finds that the continental United States already is 1.8 degrees Fahrenheit warmer than 
it was 100 years ago, surrounded by seas that are on average 9 inches higher and being wracked 
by far worse heat waves than the nation experienced only 50 years ago. 
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But those figures offer only the prelude to even more potentially severe impacts. The report 
suggests that by 2050, the country could see as much as 2.3 additional degrees of warming in 
the continental United States. By that same year, in a high-end global warming scenario, coral 
reefs in Hawaii and the U.S. Pacific territories could be bleaching every single year - conditions in 
which their survival would be in severe doubt. A record warm year like 2016 would become 
routine. 

Key crops, including corn, wheat, and soybeans, would see declining yields as temperatures rise 
during the growing season. The city of Phoenix, which saw about 80 days per year over 100 
degrees around the turn of the century, could see between 120 and 150 such days per year by 
the end of the century, depending on the pace of emissions. 

And those who face the most suffering? Society's most vulnerable, including "lower-income 
communities and other marginalized communities," researchers found. 

Copyright© 2018 Dubois County Herald 11/24/2018 

IDEM Response to Mr. Steve Krampe Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Stephanie Pierce Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Stephanie Pierce of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Stephanie Pierce Comment 1: 

Please accept my heartfelt comments and know I support the comments by Southwestern 
Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life and Earth Justice. I am writing you in concern of the Coal to 
Diesel plant proposed in southern Indiana. I am not an Environmentalist, Scientist, Doctor or 
Activist, but I am a concerned citizen. I have both the means and the ability to have located or to 
re-locate my family anywhere in the country that I wish. We CHOOSE to live in southern Indiana 
because of the adjacencies to cities we love like Indy, Louisville and Nashville but at the same 
time providing our family the blessed opportunity to grow up in a rural and beautiful small 
community. I know in this country, these types of close knit communities that offer amenities for 
families without having to move to subdivisions near metro areas are diminishing, but we certainly 
have a gem of this down here. 

There are enough jobs to support these surrounding communities, actually, there are more jobs 
than can stay filled with people to work them. There are frequent 'help wanted' or job openings in 
all the surrounding towns. The draw to get people to continue to move here is the nature and 
beauty of this area the small town life that currently thrives in these communities and the standard 
of living available to us. With multiple state forests and parks, tourism and good schools, this is a 
wonderful place for people who are looking for more casual and rural living yet still want the 
advantages of adjacencies to metro locations. 
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If you approve the supposed "economic" development of this refinery and the minimal increasing 
of around 200 or so jobs at the risk of this pollution raising eyesore as our gateway into these 
communities, as it will be located on the road through all of these communities ... well as sure at 
the Arch welcomes you to Saint Louis, this refinery will be the harbinger of desolation to this area. 
Real Estate values will decrease because people don't want to live next to, or near anything like 
that. With less people moving into the small communities or even staying here and young people 
leaving and not coming back to live next to that monstrosity, these lovely small communities that 
enhance the economic power of southern Indiana will die away. You can see this happen in small 
pollution industrialized towns all across this country. Without people wanting to live in small towns 
like all of ours, the poor visitation to the parks will cause them to be hideously underfunded and 
then desolate, the local theme park will become a wasteland and all the local heritage and small 
town entrepreneurial efforts will all move on to better towns with more opportunity. And I am not 
only referring to just Dale but rather Huntingburg, Jasper, Ferdinand and Santa Claus ... and all 
the closest communities around who will reap the negative side effects of the selfishly organized 
industry who thinks not of the community but rather the profits that can be made from the naivete 
of those who are uninformed. 

I understand the pollution, health and well being risks also associated with this super polluter, and 
I sadly don't expect the government to have our best interests at heart, considering the people 
who would approve this don't have a personal stake in our communities well being. But I would 
think that the lessons you can see all across this country of industry such as this that drives away 
new generations of small town community building people who can and will choose someplace 
else to live. It may take a generation or two, but approving this project essentially sentences 
these communities to a slow death in more ways than with pollution alone. To state that this plant 
will have no significant impact is ridiculous at best, after all the comments made by the different 
citizen groups who have formed and/ or signed the petition and as you can read from my own 
comments, this will certainly have an impact on the quality of life here! 

IDEM Response to Ms. Stephanie Pierce Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Nathan Pate Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mr. Nathan Pate, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Nathan Pate Comment 1: 

I believe this permit must be denied. Inefficient fossil fuels must be left in the ground, for 
mitigation of climate change. Converting coal to diesel is an energy-consuming process which 
adds to the already too-heavy carbon footprint of coal. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Nathan Pate Comment 1: 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 

Mr. William Novak Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mr. William Novak of Huntingburg, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. William Novak Comment 1: 

I wish to weigh in on this proposed plant near Dale, Indiana. I'm old enough to hate fail 
accomplish'; especially those that are mindless, dangerous, and bereft of caring thought The 
approval of this environmentally wretched plant would be something between immoral and 
criminal. This plant would be ruinous to the area for the next 100 years; a century of pollution. 
Knowing, and willful pollution. And for what? $$$ ... killing$$$. We have enough cancer around 
here. I've had cancer and it's horrible. Any enterprise that is contributory toward the cause of a 
cancer is a horrible, deadly enterprise. What will be piped daily, over good farm ground and 
forests, into the Ohio River is just inane. Not to mention the air quality impact It's frightening to 
those of us live here, and have lived here, and have family that will live here - to be overridden by 
a company with vast monetary and legal resources, the 15 or 16 unelected IDEM members, and 
5 or 6 town board members from Dale, Indiana. Fifty people or less; have the potential to make 
this plant a reality that's going to screw up life, as we know it, for the next century. There are not 
enough dollars or jobs to justify such an atrocity. Please pray, pray first, and think about such 
ruin. Forget about the pecuniary benefits of the shareholders of this company; and their Board of 
Directors. They aren't going to live here, breathe this air, or watch it roll into our Ohio. They want 
all the benefits; and none of the responsibility for the intended and unintended consequences of 
such a plant The havoc is, and would be ostensible. I implore you to deny this wretched and 
heinous permit Thank you. 

IDEM Response to Mr. William Novak Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 
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Ms. Jill Secard Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Jill Sicard of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Jill Sicard Comment 1: 

I am writing in opposition of the plans to place a Coal to Diesel plant in our area. I am a resident 
of Ferdinand Indiana and would be directly downwind of the toxins released into our air. I plead 
you to please have respect and compassion for the health and wellbeing of our community, which 
is already saturated with a tremendous amount of pollution, by stopping these plans. We are well 
aware that we have no pollution detection from the state in our area. And are aware of why that 
is. I feel we are being taken advantage of, by people who will profit monetarily, but do not have to 
breathe the air that it will produce. I plead for you to choose the wellbeing of humanity over 
money. It is the decisions we make here on earth, that one day will have to face at a higher level. 
Please do the right thing. Make these decisions as if this plant were being placed in your 
hometown. We love our community and are very proud to call it home for us and our families. 
Please help to protect it. We depend on you .... 

IDEM Response to Ms. Jill Sicard Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 14 - Pollutant Travel Distance 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Molly Rupert Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Molly Rupert of Jasper, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Molly Rupert Comment 1: 

I am writing from Jasper, IN. I am deeply concerned about the proposed coal-to-diesel refinery in 
Dale. This endeavor is an investment in the past, not the future. A 512-acre refinery will 
permanently destroy the irreplaceable beauty of SW Indiana. Sooner rather than later, this facility 
will be outdated, a disgusting, run-down reminder of how "we used to do things." However, it will 
continue to taint the landscape and disrupt our resources for lifetimes. 

I have spent numerous summers performing outdoors at Holiday World and Lincoln Amphitheatre 
in Spencer County. I chose not to pursue a theatre career in an urban area in large part because 
of my desire to stay in picturesque SW Indiana. To potentially raise a family here. To fulfill the 
longing in my soul to see rolling hills and pure sunsets. A coal-to-diesel facility offers nothing of 
value to the vast majority of this area's citizens and future generations. 

Please, please do not push people away from this area. Please do not make it so unattractive 
and undesirable that no one wants to move here. Please do not throw away this opportunity to 
make the best decision for the future. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Dean Henke and Mrs. Mary Beth Henke Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mr. Dean Henke and Mrs. Mary Beth Henke, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Dean Henke and Mrs. Mary Beth Henke Comment 1: 

My husband and I live on the edge of Dubois and Warrick County. The Spencer County line is 
very close to us, also. We feel it would be detrimental to our area to have the refinery. It may 
provide construction jobs temporarily but the lasting effects of the plant operation make it a poor 
investment for us. A medical doctor told me we live in the Ohio Valley which is known as "the 
armpit of America". Take a lead in making our area better. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Dean Henke and Mrs. Mary Beth Henke Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Bethany Hopf Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Bethany Hopf, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Bethany Hopf Comment: 

I join my voice with the 1 ,400-plus citizens of Southwestern Indiana who have signed petitions 
opposing Riverview Energy's coal to-diesel plant proposed for Dale IN. 

In addition to the many TONS of pollutants this plant will release into our atmosphere, (nitrogen 
oxide, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, carbon dioxide and hazardous air 
particles, benzene, n-Hexane, toluene and xylenes - all known carcinogens), Riverview Energy's 
coal-to-diesel plant will also pollute our water source. 

Riverview Energy plans to pump 1.8 million gallons of water each day from an aquifer of the Ohio 
River. The company plans to pump the water via a 20-mile pipe from the aquifer to the plant, and 
then send the supposedly treated water back to the aquifer to be dumped, via another 20-mile 
pipe.· Riverview Energy hasn't disclosed how it plans to remove the contaminants from the 
wastewater, or how they would dispose of the contaminants. And if the water was supposedly 
treated, why don't they just continue to use the same water via a closed loop? Why return it to the 
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aquifer, just to pull another 1.8 million gallons out the next day? It is my belief that the water will 
be highly contaminated. As such, Riverview Energy doesn't want to re-use it. They prefer to send 
the contaminated water downstream, to adversely affect citizens downstream. 

These water pollutants should also be under review by the Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management. 

It has also not been disclosed who is to pay for the water supply and return pipes. I understand 
that Riverview Energy is not offering to pay for them. It appears this will be paid for by Indiana 
taxpayers. 

In 2016, Indiana released more toxic chemicals than 44 other states. IN DIANA CAN DO 
BETTER! Spencer County was ranked 23rd out of 3,142 US counties in total toxins released. 
SPENCER COUNTY CAN DO BETTER! 

The citizens of Spencer County and the surrounding areas are relying on IDEM to protect us from 
the proposed super-polluting coal-to-diesel refinery. Please deny the permit. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Bethany Hopf Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Gloria Rahman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Gloria Rahman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Gloria Rahman Comment: 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposed Riverview Energy Coal-to-Diesel 
plant proposed for Dale, Indiana. The reasons for my opposition are many, not the least of which 
is the many, many tons of hazardous pollutants that will be emitted by the plant. 

In your preliminary draft permit yon stated that the effects of these tons of hazardous pollutants 
will not have a significant impact on air quality or overall health. I understand that your judgment 
was based on monitors elsewhere in Indiana, far-removed from the Dale/Spencer County 
proposed plant location. The only monitor in Spencer County is a PM2.5 monitor at the David 
Turnham Elementary School in Dale. There are no monitors in the area to measure carbon 
dioxide, carbon monoxide, hydrogen sulfide or the other deadly substances that will be released 
by this plant. I also understand that some of the monitors used in your evaluation are based in 
northern Indiana, about as far away as you can get from Spencer County. 
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I have attached a copy of an article published in Counter Punch by Santa Claus, Indiana 
(Spencer County) resident Paul Kovacs. You can find the original article at [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.counterpunch.org/2018/11 /22/coal-to-diesel-economic-development-or-not/"] 
(See attachment). 

Mr. Kovacs holds a Ph.D. in Physical Chemistry and has taught courses at Bellarmine University. 
He has studied the Riverview Energy air permit application in depth and has made some very 
compelling arguments against this plant. Please read the article. 

I wholeheartedly agree with Mr. Kovacs, and with my neighbors, family and friends, that this plant 
is not needed, not necessary and will, most definitely, have a significant impact on the air quality 
and overall health of the residents in the region. 

Please deny the Riverview Energy air permit. 

Attachment: 

f;.. counterpunch 
11ii1~ Tells the facts, Names the Names 

NOVEMBER 22, 2018 

Coal-to-Diesel: Economic Development or Not? 
by PAUL KOVACS 

In a welcome move for the future of our community, the Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management is about the hold a public hearing on December 5, 2018 at Heritage Hill High school 
in order to receive input from the public on a controversial economic development project 
proposed by Riverview Energy. The proposal is on the construction and operation of a massive 
coal-to-diesel conversion plant in Dale, Indiana. 

A state analysis has concluded that the proposed coal-to-diesel plant in southern Indiana will not 
significantly affect air quality or residents' health. State environmental officials have said that the 
facility wouldn't significantly contribute to pollution and poses very little cancer risk. The 
department found that the plant would emit a total of 30 tons per year of various hazardous air 
pollutants. According to the company's air permit application, the plant would have annual 
emissions rates of about 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide, 225 tons of carbon monoxide and 120 
tons of sulfur dioxide. ([ HYPER LINK "https://www.wthr.com/article/state-indiana-coal-diesel
project-wont-harm-air-quality" ]) "This means if an individual was exposed to these hazardous air 
pollutants continuously for 70 years, the risk of getting cancer from this exposure would be 4.6 in 
10 million," the state's analysis stated. 

According to the Greg Merle, CEO of Riverview energy: "The point of this project is not to build 
one plant," he said, "it's to create a new industry in our country." Creating new industries that 
resulted in extremely negative environmental consequences is not unprecedented in American 
industrial history. 

Thomas Midgley, Jr. (May 18, 1889 - November 2, 1944) was an American mechanical engineer 
and chemist. Midgley was a key figure in a team of chemists, led by Charles F. Kettering, who 
developed the tetraethyl lead (TEL) additive to gasolines as well as some of the first 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), two of the most talked about chemical pollutants in human history. 
Many environmentalists consider him to be "the human who has done the most damage to the 
environment". After all, this was a man known as much for his showmanship as for his 
achievements in chemistry. Midgley demonstrated the nontoxic and nonflammable properties of 
Freon by inhaling the gas and softly exhaling it to extinguish a burning candle. He also 
demonstrated the apparent safety of TEL by pouring TEL over his hands, then placing a bottle of 
the chemical under his nose and inhaling its vapor for sixty seconds, declaring that he could do 
this every day without succumbing to any problems whatsoever. This was done after a new plant 
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was plagued by severe cases of lead poisoning, hallucinations, insanity, and then five deaths in 
quick succession. As a good salesman, Midgely himself was careful to avoid mentioning to the 
press that he required nearly a year to recover from the lead poisoning brought on by his 
demonstration. 

TEL levels in automotive fuel were reduced in the 1970s under the U.S. Clean Air Act in two 
overlapping programs: to protect catalytic converters, which mandated unleaded gasoline for 
those vehicles; and to protect public health, which mandated lead reductions in annual phases 
(the "lead phasedown"). It is important to note that protecting public health was only second in 
importance to avoiding catalyst poisoning and serving certain short-term financial interests. 

In decision making that requires the consideration of potentially negative environmental impacts, 
Midgley's story may serve as a cautionary tale. Especially in the light of the growing significance 
of applying the Precautionary Principle to making far-reaching public policy decisions. The 
precautionary principle, proposed as a new guideline in environmental decision making, has four 
central components ("The Precautionary Principle in Environmental Science", [ HYPERLINK 
"https:l/www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC 1240435/pdf/ehp0109-000871.pdf" ]): 

1) taking preventive action in the face of uncertainty; 
2) shifting the burden of proof to the proponents of an activity; 
3) exploring a wide range of alternatives to possibly harmful actions; 
4) and increasing public participation in decision making. 

As a group of concerned citizens has been voicing their opposition to a $2.5 billion direct coal
hydrogenation plant proposed for Dale, it is informative to analyze how the precautionary principle 
is applied in Indiana to the issuance of permits. 

Taking preventive action in the face of uncertainty 

The State of Indiana does not monitor air quality in the Dale area and does not correlate it with 
local health statistics. Consequently, additional levels of pollutants may not be adequately 
entered into computer models assessing related risks, particularly risks of unknown health 
consequences. Computer models require a fixed set of already known parameters, part of which 
are parameter of convenience satisfying mathematical needs. Real ecosystems, in contrast1 are 
open, self-modifying systems, which constantly produce novelty and new parameters and which 
cannot be severed from their environment. Although calibration may adapt models to data sets of 
the past, it does not assure predictive capacity or validity. Consequently, the State's conclusion 
that" the risk of getting cancer from this exposure would be 4.6 in 10 million" may not be even 
remotely accurate. 

It is of particular concern that not all prior experience seems to be taken into consideration by the 
State's risk assessment. An article in Environmental Health Perspectives back in 1976 already 
pointed out: 

At the present time, no commercial scale liquefaction or gasification plants exist in the United 
States. However, a number of major installations are far advanced into the planning stage. 
Estimates of total populations who might be associated with these plants, including workers, 
dependents, and service personnel, vary from 5000 to 16,000. The potential health 
implications of coal processing plants to these people, and to those who might be affected by 
water and/or air transport over greater distances, need to be considered at the very outset of 
planning. Some large-scale liquefaction and gasification facilities exist elsewhere in the world. 
However, environmental measurements around such plants, if they exist at all, are not readily 
available. It is also likely that any coal conversion plants constructed in the U.S. will be 
considerably different than those already in existence. Consequently1 analysis of the 
pollution potential of coal processing currently depends on the evaluation of data collected 
from pilot plant processes and bench scale reactors. Although this type of con side ration is the 
only one presently available, it is well to point out that many pollution problems will become 
evident only after a facility has operated continuously for a period of weeks or months." ("Coal 
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hydrogenation and environmental health", [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC 1475092/" ]) 

This article also emphasized that "One study of workers in a hydrogenation process has revealed 
an incidence of skin cancer 16-37 times that expected in the chemical industry. In addition, a 
number of high boiling point liquid products were identified as being carcinogenic, and air 
concentrations of benzo[a)pyrene up to 18,000 µg/1000 m3were reported. Health statistics on 
occupational groups in other coal conversion industries have shown significantly higher lung 
cancer rates, relative to- groups without such occupational exposures." These findings do not 
seem to be in support of the conclusions the State of Indiana's analysis for the proposed Dale 
plant stated. 

The lack of other plants of this kind in the US is another warning sign. Other targeted sites 
probably have taken preventive actions in the face of uncertainty, and decided on not moving 
forward with such "developments". 

Shifting the burden of proof to the proponents of an activity 

Proponents of the proposed Dale plant place the burden of proof of negative consequences on 
the oppositions, who - in their views -'represent anti-community interests. All the decision-makers, 
company officials, economic development and environmental management officials, as well as 
worker union representatives and members are, by default, interested in the approval of the 
project, based on creative marketing tactics that depicts any opposition as biased and anti
business. In other words, they are claiming immediate economic measures such as investment, 
job creation, and construction as counterparts of future environmental damages and harmful 
health effects. Any formal model that converts the precautionary principle into economic terms 
would help clarify the concept of precaution and decision-making. It would frame a decision 
problem concerning the prevention and management of risks. It would make an economic 
analysis of the impact of risks on individual and collective welfare ([ HYPER LINK 
"https://duboiscountyherald.com/b/residents-seek-more-info-on-coal-to-diesel-plant"]) as well as 
resolve the conflicts of interest with the purely economic and technical issues-driven proponents 
of the proposed plant listed below: 

Economic Development personnel 

Tom Utter, the executive director of the Lincolnland Economic Development Corporation, said the 
Indiana Economic Development Corporation first contacted him and said Riverview Energy was 
looking for a site. He's been recruiting the project ever since. "I want to bring something new to 
the community," Utter said. "I got the opportunity to recruit it. I've recruited it heavily and I'm still 
recruiting it heavily. I'm recruiting Riverview Energy very strongly, very aggressively." He said it's 
his role with LEDC to "bring companies, industries, into the community .... We search and search 
in a competitive world to find new ways to bring revenues into the community." 

In terms of economic development, he looks for "large projects to bring significant, innovative 
technologies that will revive some of the jobs that have been lost, and create new jobs." 
"The fact is that what we look at is improvements in technology," Utter said. "Technologies now 
produce fewer environmental negatives than older technologies. We do want to keep bringing 
new investment, jobs, but we are looking at processes like this one that would indeed produce 
fewer environmental negatives than the older technologies. And we'll continue to do that to raise 
the bar in the community." 

Questionable aspects of the above approach: 

+ New technology does not automatically mean better technology; 

+ Fewer environmental negatives do not offer a solution to an existing problem, but become 
part of them; State environmental officials 
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The "innovative" technology proposed for the plant is mimicking the process that took Mother 
Nature millions of years and special conditions to accomplish. That process took place in a closed 
environment, underground, and did not release known toxic substances into the atmosphere at 
an accelerated rate. The proposed hydrogenation process would produce such compounds at an 
alarmingly high rate every day. On the other hand, the health of the workers and residents living 
nearby will not show a sudden decline, and any correlation between certain health problems and 
environmental factors may take decades to recognize, just as in the cases of asbestos, cigarette 
smoking, TEL, and CFCs. Computer models with limited understanding of potential issues 
involved may suggest that "exposure to these hazardous air pollutants continuously for 70 years, 
the risk of getting cancer from this exposure would be 4.6 in 10 million." Even if the numbers were 
true for cancer risk, they only declare that the loss of few human lives due to additional air 
pollution is acceptable. 

Coal Industry Representatives 

+ Coal-related jobs are quickly disappearing in the Midwest as coal-fired power plants are 
shut down at record speeds, said Bruce Stevens, the president of the Indiana Coal Council. 
"We've lost 4 million tons per year of Indiana coal from retired power plants," Stevens said. 
"This [coal-to-diesel] plant will replace about half of that. We're very hopeful this plant 
becomes a reality because it will be very helpful to communities in which miners have lost 
work." 

+ It's not just miners who are losing work as the coal industry declines. Local construction 
workers who've made a career of building and maintaining coal facilities are also suffering. 
"We need this for our families, for our futures and for our retirement packages," said Timothy 
Brunfield, a dispatcher for Boilermakers Local 374, a union that represents skilled 
construction workers. "This is not just a new plant, it's a new industry." 

Exploring a wide range of alternatives to possibly harmful actions 

It is interesting to see that extending the life of a dying industry is defined as the birth of a new 
one, considering no other alternatives. According to an article in Financial Times ("Coal is dead: 
long live the sun"; [ HYPER LINK "https://www.ft.com/content/702822b6-46f0-11 e 7-8d27-
59b4dd6296b8" ]), the transition to renewables is possible if policymakers plan ahead 

For more than 100 years, coal has driven economic growth, powering the Industrial 
Revolution and helping much of the world develop. But its best days have passed. Pretty 
much anywhere you look in the world, coal is no longer the best option for energy or for jobs. 
In fact, it's become a risky bet 

From an economic development point of view, however, there might be a promising answer to the 
question: the only thing we have is coal, and lots of it. What can we do? Certainly not what we've 
been doing - burning it, or turning it into other combustive products. 
Challenging times call for challenging our old way of thinking. 
Coal is a fantastic natural resource that offer a variety of useful, environmentally positive and 
economically pursuable developmental opportunities. One of them is the industrial-scale 
production of activated carbon. 

"The activated carbon market was valued at USO 3,124.73 million in 2017 and is expected to 
expand significantly with an estimated CAGR of 6.24%, mainly due to the growing water 
treatment industry during the forecast period, 2018-2023. Activated carbon removes the 
impurities from water primarily through surface adsorption. It is primarily used for purification 
of gases and liquids in food & beverage processing, industrial pollution control, and 
environmental recovery." 

"The United States holds the largest market and accounted for 80.18% in activated carbon 
market in North America. Growing end user industries, like pharmaceutical, oil & gas is 
expected to drive the market during the forecasted period. The gradual increase in the 
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number of drilling rigs in the United States is expected to gradually increase the consumption 
of activated carbon during the extraction process. In addition, the advances in the technology 
are opening up scope for increasing exploration in the deep-water fields of the Gulf of 
Mexico. This is expected to open up new opportunities for the usage of activated carbon in oil 
& gas field." 

Increasing public participation in decision making 

In addition to the significant efforts made by the Spencer County Citizens for Quality of Life and 
the NOC2D Coalition in opposition to the proposed coal-to-diesel plant on Dale, the December 5 
Idem hearing will provide an excellent opportunity for concerned citizens for letting their voice 
heard in the decision-making process. 

In conclusion, real economic development efforts in finding contemporary use for Indiana's coal 
resources may benefit from concentrating on truly innovative projects that could also mitigate the 
negative environmental effects of the past 100 years of industrial pollution and careless use of 
natural resources. The health and well-being of future generations would also greatly benefit from 
a proactive yet restorative economic development policy that balances immediate interests with 
future ones. 

Paul Kovacs, a native of Hungary earned his Ph.D. degree in Physical Chemistry from Eotvos 
University, Budapest. Having spent a year doing post-doctoral research at the Tokyo Institute of 
Technology and Tokyo University, Dr. Kovacs moved to the US and joined the R&D department 
of Smith and Nephew Orthopedics in Memphis, TN. Recent(y, he taught "Environmental Topics in 
Chemistry" and "Science and Society Today" courses at Bellarmine University in Louisville, KY. 
Currently he lives in Santa Claus IN and provides technical consulting. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Gloria Rahman Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Edwin Rahman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mr. Edwin Rahman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Edwin Rahman Comment: 

Please deny the air permit application submitted by Riverview Energy for the coal-to-diesel plant 
proposed for Dale IN. 

We do not need another source of pollution that will contribute to the ozone in this area. IDEM 
and EPA have issued multiple Ozone Alert Days just this year. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Per your website [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2691.htm"], during those 
OADs we are instructed to: 

• Carpool, walk, bike, or use public transportation when possible 
Sir, we are in a rural area. It is not practical to walk or bike for miles to get where we need 
to go. And public transportation is non-existent 

• Refuel vehicles after dusk. 
• Avoid excess idling and drive-through windows. 
• Consolidate trips and avoid fast-starts. 
• Postpone using gasoline-powered garden equipment or mowing the lawn until late 

evening, when temperatures are cooler. 
• Work from home to reduce vehicle emissions. 

Sir, with the types of industries and employers in our area, that is not a viable option for 
nearly all of us. 

• Use energy-efficient lighting and applianc.es recommended by the Energy Star Program. 
• Turn off appliances 'and lights when not in use to reduce emissions from energy 

productions. 
• Adjust your thermostat by turning it up in the summer and down in the winter to reduce 

emissions from energy production. 
• Recycle to reduce emissions related to producing paper, plastic, glass bottles, aluminum 

cans, and cardboard. 
• Use "lowVOC" or "zero VOC" paint and cleaning products. 

Sir, by denying the proposed plan you will prevent TONS of VOCs from being released 
into our atmosphere. 

• Consider burning gas logs instead of wood to reduce smoke. 
• Avoid burning clean wood waste such as leaves and brush. If possible, recycle yard 

waste by shredding or chipping it at home or use a registered collection site. Never burn 
trash. 

While these actions will contribute a little bit to reducing ozone levels, they will be completely 
negated by the construction and operation of this new super-polluter. If this plant is built and 
operating, IDEM and the EPA will be issuing many, many more Ozone Alert Days. It may even 
reach the point that we will have OADs nearly every day. Is that what you want for the state of 
Indiana? I know that those of us living in Southwestern Indiana certainly don't want it 

Please deny Riverview Energy's air permit application. Please do everything in your power to 
protect the beauty of Southern Indiana, and to protect the health of the citizens who live here. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Edwin Rahman Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mary and Michael Schriefer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mary and Michael Schriefer, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mary and Michael Schriefer Comment: 

We are writing in opposition to the proposed Coal to Diesel Plant in Dale, Indiana. We oppose it 
for several reasons. It has the potential to ruin the rural landscape in Spencer County. Farmers in 
our area plant crops to feed farm animals and local residents. We have local farmers that are 
producing organic foods so potential for pollution to our air, land and water is a concern for them 
as well as those of us who raise gardens at home. This type of industrial complex will also be an 
eyesore for the landscape. Every year we read about losing more and more acres of land to 
development and the shrinking of rural areas. 

We read in the Evansville Courier and Press, November 2, 2018 an Associated Press article 
saying there is an Indiana Grown state program that devotes itself to finding new markets for 
Indiana-grown foods aimed to expand Hoosiers school districts' access to local foods. How can 
that succeed if rural land is taken for this type of project and our existing farm land is polluted? 

USA Today reported wildernesses are rapidly disappearing. Spencer County is home to the 
Lincoln State Park and the Lincoln National Park. We believe the pollution from this plant will 
eventually destroy these two important parks which area residents used for recreation. 

We know that IDEM has no ozone monitors in Dubois, Pike, Crawford or Spencer counties, and 
there is only one monitor for particulates in Dale. For an office that does not monitor our air 
quality and has no health experts on staff, how can you in good conscience allow this type of 
industry in Southern Indiana? IDEM issued one of many Air Quality Action Days on Wednesday, 
Sept 18, 2018 for our area and "advised" citizens to help reduce ozone by 1) walking, biking, 
carpooling or using public transportation (not possible in rural areas), 2) avoid using drive
throughs, 3) avoid refueling vehicles, 4) turning off engines when idling for more than 30 seconds, 
and 5) conserving energy by turning off lights or setting air conditioning to 75 degrees or above. 
Good advice, but why do WE have to do all these things when your department is not monitoring 
pollutants and demanding clean energy be the priority everywhere? 

Also, why are we expected to welcome this C2D plant while northern Indiana (NIPSCO) is 
speeding up plans to retire coal-fired plants? 

For these and more reasons we ask that you not allow the Coal-to-Diesel Plant for permit number 
T147-39554-00065 to be built in Dale, Indiana. 

IDEM Response to Mary and Michael Schriefer Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 
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No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Aaron Hopf Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mr. Aaron Hopf, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Aaron Hopf Comment: 

On 10/31/18 the Dubois County Herald reported that IDEM determined, in a draft permit, that the 
Riverview Energy coal-to- diesel plant proposed for Dale IN will not have "significant impact on air 
quality and overall health in the region". 

The article went on to report "According to the Riverview Energy's draft air permit, the proposed 
facility would emit hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) in excess of the Environmental Protection 
Agency's significant impact levels. According to a Courier and Press story, those are nitrogen 
dioxide, sulfur dioxide and fine particulate matter". In Appendix A, Table 2, of your permit, it is 
stated that the plant will allow 26 tons per year of Hazardous Air Pollutants into our area's 
atmosphere - including benzene, n- Hexane, toluene and xylenes, all known carcinogens. 

If the facility will emit hazardous air pollutants in excess of the EPA's "significant impact levels", 
how can IDEM state that the emissions will NOT have a significant impact? The IDEM statement 
defies logic, and makes no sense. 

In addition, the article reported "No adverse impacts on the surrounding area are expected, the 
draft air permit states". With the many, many TONS of pollutants that will be spewed by the plant, 
there most definitely WILL be adverse impacts on the surrounding area. 

And, the plant is utilizing asbestos, which is mentioned 14 times in the October 15 draft permit. 
Asbestos, which was once considered "safe" has been determined to be highly dangerous and 
requires haz-mat specialists to remove it from existing buildings and other installations. What is 
being done to protect the workers and the public from this asbestos? What is being done to 
protect the workers and the public when the asbestos is damaged and exposed? 

Section C.11 (d) in your draft permit states that whenever a continuous emission monitoring 
system is down for more than 24 hours, the Permittee "shall follow good air pollution control 
practices". Its daily operation will pump many, many TONS of pollutants into our atmosphere. Its 
daily operation, even if everything operates according to the proposed plan, would be as far 
removed from "good air pollution control practices" as can be. 

If this plant is so great, why is it proposed for an area so far removed from the homes, families 
and businesses of the owners of Riverview Energy? They don't want it in their backyard to 
adversely affect their health and region either. They selected an area of Indiana that is already 
known as the "Sacrifice Zone" due to the number of super-polluters already in the area. Would 
you want this plant within 5 miles of your home? Within 1 mile of your children's elementary 
school? Within 1 mile of your parents' nursing home? 

Please deny the Riverview Energy air permit Do what's right for the Hoosiers you are supposed 
to be protecting. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Aaron Hopf Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer· Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

With regard to so much of the comment as concerns asbestos-containing materials, IDEM, OAQ 
notes that the word "asbestos" appears thirteen times in Condition C.7 - Asbestos Abatement 
Projects, including once in the condition title. The condition title also appears in the table of 
contents. IDEM, OAQ considers the remainder of the commenter's paragraph to be the same as 
that portion of Mr. Paul Hess Comment 1 that concerns asbestos-containing material. See IDEM 
Response to Mr. Paul Hess Comment 1. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Joan Heeke Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Joan Heeke, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Joan Heeke Comment: 

On IDEM's website ([ HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2691.htm"]) the very 
harmful effects of Pollutants are listed, specifically Ozone and PM2.5 (particulate matter that is 
2.5 micrometers wide or smaller - or one-thirtieth the diameter of a human hair). 

Ozone is formed from a reaction between volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen 
oxides (NOx). The proposed Riverview Energy Coal-to-Diesel plant will emit 175 TONS of VOCs 
and 184 TONS of nitrogen oxides. And over half of the Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) 
emissions from this plant are expected to come from "Fugitive Emissions" (uncontrolled leaks). 
Those leaks during operation of the plant are apparently expected to happen. Those "lea ks" will 
only escalate with every passing year as equipment ages and fails. And "leaks" will occur during 
the start-up phase, as well, when things aren't working just quite how they are supposed to. 

From your website: "Because PM2.5 is extremely small, the particles can deposit deep in lungs 
and are difficult to exhale' .... Being exposed to PM2.5 may cause coughing and difficulty in 
breathing. Exposure over several days may increase the chance of these symptoms. Health risks 
are greater for individuals with heart or lung diseases such as coronary artery disease, 
congestive heart failure, asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) and diabetes." 
The air permit application states the plant will emit 139 tons of particulate matter. 

Your website goes on to describe Sensitive Groups as people with lung disease, older adults and 
children who are more vulnerable to ozone, and people with heart and lung disease, and older 
adults and children who are more vulnerable to PM2.5. 

Spencer County currently has no monitor to measure ozone. There are monitors in surrounding 
counties that show ozone problems already exist 

With all of that being said, how can you possibly make a draft statement that the proposed plant 
would have "no significant impact on the air quality and overall health in the region". Especially 
since the plant will be located within one mile of an elementary school and a nursing home -
exactly the people who are most sensitive to the effects of ozone and PM2.5. The plant will 
absolutely have a significant impact on our air quality and on our health. 

Because of the nearness to the elementary school and the nursing home, (the most sensitive 
groups), the air quality standards should be much more stringent for this plant Please stand up 
for the health of the children, the elderly, and the ordinary citizens of the Southwestern Indiana 
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area whose health will be adversely affected by this awful plant. Please deny air permit 
application T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Joan Heeke Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and N02 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Molly Stenftenagel Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Molly Stenftenagel, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Molly Stenftenagel Comment: 

Please deny the air permit application T147-39554-00065 submitted by Riverview Energy for the 
coal-to-diesel plant proposed for Dale IN. 

Proponents of this plant claim: 

• JOBS -The plant proposal claims to create 225 to 255 new jobs. We already have such low 
unemployment that existing companies cannot find workers to fill the available positions. 

• CONSTRUCTION JOBS FOR LOCAL CITIZENS - Union boilermakers and construction workers 
have always traveled across the country to work on large construction projects. That will be the 
same case here. The union workers will travel here to work on the construction of the plant, then 
they will move on to other jobs elsewhere. They will not choose to locate here and will not do 
anything to improve our local economy. 

• POPULATION INCREASES -The workers who will run this plant will not move to and live in 
Spencer County. They will live as far away from the plant as possible and commute to avoid the 
stench and pollution. The AEP power plant and AK Steel have proven that NO ONE wants to live 
anywhere near these super-polluters. Rockport is the city nearest both of these plants. The 
population of Rockport has decreased by several hundred residents since those two plants were 
constructed. If you look at both of those plants, you will see there-are no housing developments 
nearby, no cities, no development. No one wants to be anywhere near them. The same will 
happen to Dale. Citizens will move away and no new residents will replace them. 

• CORPORATE TAXES TO BE USED FOR INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS -The 
Linconland Economic Development Corp no doubt promised so many tax abatements that there 
won't be any worthwhile tax money for many years. By that time, the plant will have closed its 
doors and the company will have gone bankrupt because the technology is not feasible and not 
sustainable. The local government and residents will be left to deal with a toxic waste dump. The 
last large super-polluter brought to Spencer County by LEDC (AK Steel) has failed to pay the 
taxes that they were responsible for. It has already cost Spencer County several hundred 
thousand dollars in legal fees to try to collect the taxes due. 
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• IMPROVED ROADS - Since the tax money will be non-existent, there will be no road 
improvements. The many, many trucks that will be necessary to haul heavy loads to and from the 
plant will destroy the roads, so the county's roads will be much worse off. 

• THE PLANT WILL BE CLOSELY MONITORED BY IDEM AND EPA -This also is non-existent 
There are no monitors in Spencer County to measure the toxic emissions that will be spewed by 
this plant There is only one monitor at David Turnham Elementary School in Dale to monitor 
PM2.5. NONE of the other deadly chemical emissions will be monitored by IDEM or EPA 

• NEW TECHNOLOGY -The technology to be provided by Kellogg Brown & Root (KBR), under 
licensure to Riverview Energy, is nearly 100 years old. There are no plants like this anywhere in 
the US for a reason -this technology is not economically feasible. And KBR has already 
demonstrated a complete disregard for human life. Because of KBR's deceit and corruption, 
civilians and US military personnel have died and/or are suffering devastating illnesses. See the 
article at [ HYPER LINK "https://www.houstonpress.com/nevvs/blood-money-6592441"] for the 
horrifying details. 

We do not want this Riverview Energy plant. Please deny the air permit application. You have no 
way to monitor the awful pollutants, nor to fine this company that will no doubt change hands 
many times before finally going bankrupt. And even if you would be able to collect any fines, what 
good will that do to the area residents who will suffer the consequences of the many, many tons 
of pollutants produced by this plant? 

Please deny the Riverview Energy air permit T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Molly Stenftenagel Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Andrea Hoelscher Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Andrea Hoelscher, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Andrea Hoelscher Comment: 

I am writing to express my passionate opposition to the building of a coal-to-diesel refinery in 
Dale, Indiana (permit number T147-39554-00065). 

I live not far from Dale, and I am very much concerned about the consequences of this new plant 
for the health of my family. The residents of southwestern Indiana already have to cope with large 
amounts of pollution from coal-fired power plants, a vast aluminum processing plant, and other 
major sources. The proposed coal-to-diesel plant would compound our problems in a major way. 
Furthermore, the massive scale of the proposed plant would detract from the region's natural 
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beauty, and the nasty sulfur smell it would emit would be a constant irritant. Who would want to 
visit this area, let alone relocate here, if the smell of rotten eggs were always in the air? 

In addition to the added pollution, the ugliness of the plant, and the terrible smell, I am very 
worried about how this plant would contribute to global warming. According to current estimates, 
the plant would generate 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide a year, which would only make our 
climate crisis worse. Our generation needs to make sound decisions that will help ensure that our 
children and grandchildren will inherit a world in which they can thrive. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. Please do the right thing: Take a stand 
against this awful refinery' 

IDEM Response to Ms. Andrea Hoelscher Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Diane E. Hoppenjans Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Ms. Diane E. Hoppenjans, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Diane E. Hoppenjans Comment: 

Dear IDEM Commission Members, earlier this year, I had written to Senator Mark Messmer about 
my concern of the experimental Riverview coal-to-diesel plant in Dale, Indiana. As you know the 
plant could emit 184 tons of nitrogen oxide, 255 tons of carbon monoxide, 120 tons of sulfur 
dioxide, 139 tons of particulate matter, 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide, and 32 tons of 
hazardous air particles in our air every year. This in Spencer County, a county that ranked 23rd 
out of 3,142 in total toxins released. 

Six of the seven pollutants tracked by IDEM are not monitored in Spencer County. In 2016, 
Indiana released more toxic chemicals than 44 other states!!!! No wonder Riverview is looking to 
locate he re. 

Year ago, the Pride of Place Committee of Ferdinand, IN Gust downwind from Dale) was 
presented with an award from The Southern Indiana Rural Development Project, Inc. for bettering 
our community. We continue doing everything in our power to improve the lives of our fellow 
Hoosiers. Are you? 

No need to throw"JOBS" at us as a reason for approving this proposed plant' The unemployment 
rates in Spencer and Dubois Counties show we are not this desperate for jobs. Health is a much 
greater concern: heart attacks, strokes, asthmas, COPD, early death, reproductive and 
developmental harm. 
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As Senator Messmer stated, "The legislature does not have oversight authority of the agencies 
under the executive branch, but the GOVERNOR does." Capitalization was added by me here, to 
emphasize that we understand who has our lives in HIS hands! And we understand, he will be 
making his decision based on your recommendation. So, you have our lives in YOUR hands, as 
well! Can you live with yourselves if you recommend further pollution of the air we breathe daily? 
Shouldn't you be working to improve our standards? Why are you not tracking pollutants in 
Spencer County at this time? How many more deaths do you want on your hands? 

Please IDEM Commission Members, please consider the impact this will have on us! Show us 
that you ARE doing everything in your power to improve the lives of your fellow Hoosiers! 

IDEM Response to Ms. Diane E. Hoppenjans Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. John Pund Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mr. John Pund, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. John Pund Comment: 

Please deny Riverview Energy's air permit application T147-39554-00065. Re: the coal-to-diesel 
plant proposed for Dale IN. 

Because of the deadly pollution and sulfur smell that will be produced by this plant, the property 
values of those of us within a 10-mile radius of the plant (and a potentially larger area), will suffer 
from reduced property values. 

If I would choose to sell my home, who would want to buy it and be assaulted by the smell of 
rotten eggs nearly every day? Who would want to move to an area that will have Ozone Alert 
Days issued by IDEM and the EPA most days in the summer? And during those Ozone Alert 
Days we are advised to take measures to reduce carbon emissions, while at the same time, 
Riverview Energy will be allowed to emit many, many TONS of carbon emissions on a daily basis. 
Where is the sense in that? 

I and my neighbors, family and friends take pride in our homes. We maintain them and improve 
them in order to preserve and increase the property values. It is not right that a big conglomerate 
from hundreds of miles away could be allowed to move in, pollute our environment and destroy 
our property values. I can't imagine that the good folks of Greenwich, Connecticut, who live near 
the home of Riverview Energy president Greg Merle, would allow this terrible plant to be built in 
their neighborhood, and within one mile of their schools. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Please deny the Riverview Energy air permit. 

IDEM Response to Mr. John Pund Comment: 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Josh Stenflenagel Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mr. Josh Stenflenagel, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Josh Stenftenagel Comment: 

I oppose the Riverview Energy plant proposed for Dale IN, Permit# T147-39554-00065. Please 
deny the air permit application. 

I read about your preliminary draft that found there would be "no significant impact" on the air 
quality and overall health in our region. It is my understanding that some of the monitors used in 
making your mistaken decision are located in far-northern lndiana 1 How can that possibly carry 
any weight on the air permit for a plant that will pollute our Southwestern Indiana region? Indiana 
is a very long state from north to south. And Indiana reaches all the way to the Ohio River, lest 
those in Indianapolis have forgotten. 

It is my understanding that there is only one monitor in Spencer County to measure any sort of 
pollution. That monitor is at David Turnham Elementary School in Dale and monitors only PM2.5 
particulate matter. And I seriously doubt that IDEM pays any attention to that monitor. The 
proposed coal-to-diesel plant will emit many, many tons of hazardous and deadly chemicals into 
our environment, polluting our air, our soil, our water, our vegetation. None of those toxins will be 
monitored by IDEM or the EPA. 

The children who attend David Turnham Elementary School will be within one mile of this super
polluter. They will be exposed to the deadly toxins every day from the age of 4 through the age of 
12. Would you choose to have your children exposed to the same? 

It has been proven over and over in this country that the most awful polluters are located in areas 
with lower income levels and lower education levels, while the people profiting from those plants 
are safely ensconced in areas with clean air. Spencer County already has more than its share of 
super-polluters. Yet Spencer County is an area with lower income levels, so that apparently 
makes it a target for even more highly-polluting industries. 

We have borne more than our share of polluting industries. We do not deserve to be saddled with 
another one. 

Please DENY the Riverview Energy air permit application. 
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The ambient air monitor (Air Quality System #181470009) located at the David Turnham School 
in Dale, Indiana (Spencer County) takes a 3-day intermittent PM2.5 concentration measurement 
(noncontinuous 24-hour data sample). Therefore, IDEM, OAQ records the 24-hour PM2.5 
concentration once every three (3) days. 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Rick Heeke Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 4, 2018, Mr. Rick Heeke, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Rick Heeke Comment: 

I read the news release that IDEM issued a draft permit and stated that the Riverview Energy 
coal-to-diesel plant proposed within the city limits of Dale IN would have "no significant impact" on 
the air quality or overall health in our region. 

With no air-quality monitors in the Dale area, what are you basing your "no significant impact" 
judgment on? You really have no measurement of the pollution already in our area from the well
documented "super-polluters", American Electric Power (AEP) and AK Steel, that are located 
nearest to this newly-proposed super-polluting coal-to-diesel plant. 

The US Environmental Protection Agency ranked Spencer County 23rd for toxic emissions 
among all 3,142 counties in the country in its Toxic Release Inventory. We really don't want to 
add another super-polluter and climb up a few more notches closer to the number one position. 
That is not a designation we aspire to. 

Your preliminary finding also determined that the plant would not adversely impact visibility, soil 
quality, wildlife and vegetation in the area. How can you possibly come to that determination? 
This plant will emit many, many TONS of additional contaminants. Those TONS of contaminants 
WILL settle into the soil, it WILL affect vegetation, and because of the contaminated soil and 
vegetation, it WILL affect wildlife, and it WILL settle into the bloodstreams of humans, and once in 
the bloodstream, it WILL affect every organ in the body. 

According to your draft finding, an additional 4.6 people will develop cancer when exposed to this 
plant's emissions. How many hundreds more will be affected by the many other diseases and 
ailments caused by this plant's outpouring of TONS and TONS of pollutants? Studies by the 
journal of the American Medical Association and the American Heart Association state that 
exposure to particulate matter PM2.5 causes cardiovascular disease, heart attack, stroke, and 
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lung cancer. The EPA and World Health Organization link air pollution to heart attacks, strokes, 
asthma, COPD, early death, reproductive and developmental harm (birth defects). 

We already know that KBR, the "brains" behind the proposed Riverview Energy plant, exposed 
National Guard soldiers to deadly chemicals, causing very serious illnesses and DEATHS! 
(See [ HYPER LINK "https://www.houstonpress.com/nevvs/blood-money-6592441" ]). 

I am sure that IDEM and EPA also considered the effects of those chemicals "insignificant". Now 
put yourself in the place of the soldiers and their families who suffered the consequences of those 
"insignificant" chemicals. And put yourselves in the place of the citizens of Southwestern Indiana 
who will bear the effects of this deadly plant for generations to come. 

Please deny the air permit application submitted by Riverview Energy. Please help protect the 
health and the lives of the Hoosiers who live in this area. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Rick Heeke Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matier 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Matt Krysinski Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Mr. Matt Krysinski of Valparaiso, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit Mr. Krysinski repeated some of 
the same comments in an email on December 7, 2018. 

Mr. Matt Krysinski Comment 1: 

I'm dumbfounded to have recently learned that the Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management is applying for a permit to construct a new coal plant in Spencer County, Indiana. In 
an era when all disciplines of science point to man's extraction, use, and disposal of fossil fuels 
as being the primary cause of climate change and global warming, the notion of building a brand 
new coal plant astounds me. I'm shocked. I'm embarrassed. 

The complete disregard for the future health of our planet and the current health of the citizens of 
Spencer County is reckless and inhumane, and I simply cannot wrap my head around why 
anyone would find this proposal to be a sound and responsible decision. 

I disapprove of the permit being granted and will actively campaign against this. I'm still 
dumbfounded by the notion that we're entertaining a new coal plant considering the scientific 
devastating impact of fossil fuel emissions to human health and the climate. How is this even a 
thing??? 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mrs. Nancy Winternheimer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Mrs. Nancy Winternheimer, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mrs. Nancy Winternheimer Comment 1: 

With Southern Indiana already leading the nation in pollution, it is unthinking, thoughtless and 
uncaring to consider placing this coal-to-diesel plant here. 

IDEM Response to Mrs. Nancy Winternheimer Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Mark Hallett Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Mr. Mark Hallett, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Mark Hallett Comment 1: 

Our civilization faces the most serious crisis in its history. It is difficult to overstate the threat of 
climate change. But because it is such a slow moving emergency, we have trouble grasping the 
urgency this catastrophe requires. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Mark Hallett Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 
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Ms. Pamela Schatz Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Ms. Pamela Schatz of Santa Claus, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Pamela Schatz Comment 1: 

I am against the construction of coal to diesel plant in Spencer County. 1. Air quality concerns, 2. 
Water waste, why don't they reuse the water?, 3. The "high paid professionals" will prefer not to 
live close to the plant due to health concerns and preferring more cosmopolitan amenities, 4. The 
construction jobs will be short term. For all of these reasons, I, as a resident of Spencer County, 
am against this plant for health reasons that I feel have not been fully explored and a perceived 
financial benefit that will not materialize. Our county already has a very high pollution rate, please 
show you are putting people's health first. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Pamela Schatz Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mrs. Carol Hugenberg Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Ms. Carol Hugenberg of Dubois County, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Carol Hugenberg Comment 1: 

Please stop this plant from coming and polluting and destroying southern Indiana. Of course it is 
making false claims about itself. I think I have read it actually had no true statistics, as they were 
not known. Obviously it is a polluter and needs to find another situation. Or perhaps do 
something at a tiny scale and measure the pollution. This type of pollution would condemn 
southern Indiana and ruin its tourist industry and beautiful natural setting. Please stand up to the 
false claims professed by this company and protect the citizens of southern 
Indiana. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Carol Hugenberg Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Dennis Waninger and Mrs. Carol Waninger Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Mr. Dennis Waninger and Mrs. Carol Waninger, submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Dennis Waninger and Mrs. Carol Waninger Comment 1: 

We are voicing our opinion about the new Coal to Diesel plant that they want to build at Dale, 
Indiana. We definitely do not want them to build it. Our air in and around here would really be 
bad. Thanks for listening. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Dennis Waninger and Mrs. Carol Waninger Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Amanda Rodenberg Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Ms. Amanda Rodenberg of Evansville, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Amanda Rodenberg Comment 1: 

Consider the consequences of putting more pollution in our air here in southern Indiana. The 
people of Southern Indiana do not need to bear the brunt of the need to burn coal to make diesel. 
We as a community are trying to save our children and future generations from the power plants 
that already exist, this is back pedaling when technology is so advanced. Say no to allowing this 
Coal-to Diesel plant to ruin the farmers, families and businesses in the area that have worked 
hard for what they have. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Amanda Rodenberg Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer· Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Mr. Glen Steltenpohl Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Mr. Glen Steltenpohl, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Glen Steltenpohl Comment 1: 

I really do not understand why Indiana would allow an industry the causes such a level of 
pollution that I only saw in developing countries (third world). Why the State would open itself up 
to law suits due to the pollution put into the air, ground, water, and the food that is produced here. 
I figured after 28 years with the Army I had seen the last of such pollution, but I guess not. I 
grew-up in Indiana and the Ohio River Valley and as bad as it is, it has gotten better but I guess 
not 

IDEM Response to Mr. Glen Steltenpohl Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Nolan Brinkman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Mr. Nolan Brinkman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Nolan Brinkman Comment 1: 

My name is Nolan Brinkman. I was born and raised in Spencer County. I attended Purdue 
University. I am proud to be from the State of Indiana. Though I no longer live in Indiana, I have 
many family and friends there and I visit several times a year. As I write this in December, I am 
reminded that there truly is no place like home for the holidays. 

However, if the proposed Coal to Diesel plant in Dale, my hometown, is approved, home will no 
longer be recognizable to me. I will not fill this letter with the horrifying statistics about all the 
pollution this plant will cause. You are well aware of these facts. It seems to me that the only 
benefit of this plant is an economic benefit, but this supposed economic benefit will not last. 

Coal and the fossil fuel industry is on the decline as the demand for renewable energy sources 
increases. The presence of this plant will scare away Spencer County's many tourists. And for 
what? A few hundred jobs that will not last and to make a bunch of strangers, who have never set 
foot in Spencer County, who will never meet its residents, who will never know its beauty, who will 
never know its true potential, much richer. 

This plant will have long term negative effects on Spencer County's economy. I am young, I have 
not yet made plans to settle down or start a family, but if this plant is built, any inclination I had to 
return to Spencer County will be gone. Why would I want to live in the polluted wasteland that 
was once my hometown? 

I am not the only person who feels this way. A majority of Americans know that CLIMATE 
CHANGE IS AN UNDENIABLE FACT. An overwhelming majority of millennials like myself know 
that CLIMATE CHANGE IS AN UNDENIABLE FACT. Young people from Spencer County will 
leave if this plant is built They will go off to college and find jobs elsewhere as Spencer County's 
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economy crumbles and the only thing left in town is a hideous, unhealthy, unethical, super 
polluting Coal to Diesel plant. 

I strongly oppose the construction of this plant and hope IDEM will do its job to protect the 
environment for all Hoosiers. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Nolan Brinkman Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Lonnie Valentine Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Lonnie Valentine of Richmond, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Lonnie Valentine Comment 1: 

As a resident of Indiana for 30 years, I am aware of the decline in Hoosier health, much of this 
related to environmental degradation. The people of southwestern Indiana are speaking up for 
their health and safety as they have done before. That area has four of the top coal plant polluters 
in the US. The Riverview coal-to-diesel plant will further degrade the health of people living there 
and contribute to climate change. Please do not issue a permit for this destructive plant. 

According to the Indy Star article yesterday, this new plant will add "millions of tons of climate 
change-inducing greenhouse gases and dozens of tons of cancer-causing chemicals into the air 
each year, according to a draft permit for the facility." Specifically, this plant will produce 2.2 
million tons of carbon dioxide, more 100 tons of particulate matter, and more than 60 tons of 
hazardous air pollutants. 

For the Indiana environmental agency to say that this plant's emissions would have "no significant 
impact" is false. The impact just on those living there will be significant for them and this plant will 
contribute to the continued alteration of our climate for the worse. As Randy Vaal, a retired 
chemical engineer who worked in the oil and gas industry for many years who was quoted in the 
article said: "For the state to claim that this will have no significant impact is, in my opinion, simply 
false." Please urge that no permit is given for the Riverview plant. 

IDEM Response to Lonnie Valentine Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Liz Robb Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Ms. Liz Robb of Unionville, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Liz Robb Comment 1: 

Please record my opposition to the proposed Riverview coal to diesel plant in Dale. There is 
absolutely no reason to be spending our resources on extracting more fossil fuels and adding 
carbon load to the atmosphere. Let's turn all available new infrastructure and investment onto 
developing renewable resources for all of our energy needs. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Liz Robb Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Bill Bales Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Mr. Bill Bales of Carmel, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Bill Bales Comment 1: 

I am writing to urge the IDEM to reject the application of Riverview Energy Corporation for a 
permit to build a coal to diesel conversion plant in southern Indiana. I believe that this project is 
not worth the potential costs to health, the environment, and the taxpayers of Indiana. It is past 
time for citizens and their government representatives to recognize the extreme danger posed by 
global warming and climate change. We should not be starting projects that add to the pollution of 
our planet. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Bill Bales Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 
Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Mark Bryant Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 5, 2018, Mr. Mark Bryant submitted written comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Mark Bryant Comment 1: 

My name is Mark Bryant and I am a member of Valleywatch Inc. based in Evansville, Indiana 
which is an all volunteer and non-profit organization. Our organization's mission is to protect the 
public health and environment of the lower Ohio Valley. We are here today to comment on the 
newly issued draft permit (T147-39554-00065) for a coal to diesel toxic fountain that Riverview 
Energy has proposed to build within the town of Dale, Indiana. 

A steady 10 mile per hour ENE wind and three hours is all that separates the Valleywatch Office 
from any airborne pollution that is generated within the Dale, Indiana general area. If the pollution 
from this proposed Riverview Energy facility stopped at the Spencer County boundary, most of us 
might feel that there was no need to voice concern for something that does not directly affect their 
health and well-being. 

The mischaracterization of "no significant impact" that IDEM reached as a basis for issuing this 
permit, with regard to the toxic pollution releases by this facility, is at the very least dangerous. 
We can say, with scientific certainty, that the continued operation of this facility will condemn 
hundreds if not thousands of the local population to prolonged disease and early deaths. 

Thank you for allowing me to voice my concern about this proposed facility. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Mark Bryant Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 
the AERMOD Dispersion Model 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Mark W. Gogel Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Mr. Mark W. Gogel of Dale, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Mark W. Gogel Comment 1: 

I am a lifelong resident of Dale, IN living 1/2 mile from proposed location. I attended the hearing 
last night at Heritage Hills High School. I urge you to deny the air permit for the proposed plant It 
makes no sense to me that you and IDEM would even consider this plant in its proposed location. 
There is such a high concentration of polluting factories and power plants in the immediate 
vicinity already in place. You as our state agency that is in place to "protect" our air and water 
should not allow another polluter of this magnitude to be built It truly is "your job" to protect the 
health and welfare of tax paying citizens. 

I am also concerned that you would use data gleaned from a monitor all the way in northern 
Indiana. We as lifelong residents deserve better protection from you and accurate information to 
even consider this site. Why have there been no extra monitors placed in the vicinity to see where 
are air quality really stands? I am also concerned about the water issues, rail traffic, truck traffic. 
There are so many unknowns and it seems to us, as the people that are going to have to live the 
rest of our lives here, we should get better treatment. 

I also, having lived here my whole life, will not accept the argument of such an increase in other 
businesses and economic boom. I have been here through the building of the AEP Plant, AK 
Steel etc .. If you remember, we were told the same grandiose stories of all the growth coming. I 
am still waiting for this. My property taxes have not gone down, we have more pollution, and if 
you check population data going back to the late ?O's, county population has actually dropped. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this. Please protect what we have in my area. I truly love 
Indiana and don't want to be forced to move away from the place I have called home for 58 years. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Mark W. Gogel Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Harold Barth Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Mr. Harold D. Barth of Jasper, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Harold D. Barth Comment 1: 

Being a concerned member of this world we live in, I am appalled at the way we, as inhabitants of 
this planet are destroying the environment by pollutants endangering humans, animals, and 
plants. We should be working together to create a more livable surrounding for the future 
inhabitants on the place we call earth. I attended the C2D forum at Heritage Hills auditorium in 
Spencer Co. to hear the pros and cons of the proposed coal to diesel plant near Dale, IN. To my 
knowledge, there were more negative concerns than positive ones for the construction of said 
plant Needed jobs were the main concern for those in favor of the plant construction. 
Environmental pollution, noise, human health concerns, and plant and animal devastation were 
just a few of the reasons for negating the project Since unemployment in the area is at such a 
low rate, this seems to cancel out the primary reason for constructing such a facility in the first 
place. 

I am a retired electrical contractor, working in the construction industry for almost 45 yrs. I have 
lived in Dubois Co. (adjacent to Spencer) most of my life and have yet to see high unemployment 
in this area, working in Dubois, Spencer and surrounding counties. There are many opportunities 
for work in the agricultural, construction, commercial and industrial industries. There is no need 
to construct a plant in the vicinity just for the employment of workers and not see the detrimental 
results that will bring harm to plants, animals and humans in the surrounding area. Think about 
your grandchildren. What can we do to secure their future so they may live in an environment 
that is healthy, clean and life sustaining? In conclusion, may I say this. Don't be selfish and think 
about how pursuing this venture may benefit all those involved monetarily. Think about how not 
to pursue this and benefit those now and in the future-physically, mentally, and spiritually. Please 
do not help those who choose to destroy the environment that we still keep dear to us. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Harold D. Barth Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Rena Bever Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Ms. Rena Bever, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Rena Bever Comment 1: 

I urge IDEM to take more time before pursuing the proposed coal-to-diesel plant' It will 
significantly impact the local air quality not only around the local vicinity, but for miles around. 
Southwestern Indiana already has more bad air quality than most any place in the entire U.S.! 
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Please grow a conscience and think about your environment and the future environment of your 
children and grandchildren. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Rena Bever Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Suzanne Krampe Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Ms. Suzanne Krampe, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Suzanne Krampe Comment: 

In late October IDEM released a draft air permit and stated "Riverview Energy's coal-to-diesel 
plant proposed for Dale will not have a significant impact on air quality and overall health in the 
region." I don't know what that assessment is based on. According to the Riverview Energy 
permit application, the plant will release 184 TONS of nitrogen oxide, 255 TONS of carbon 
monoxide, 120 TONS of sulfur dioxide, 139 TONS of particulate matter, 2.2 MILLION TONS of 
carbon dioxide and 32 TONS of hazardous air particles every year. The carbon dioxide alone, 
combined with the output from the Rockport power plant, will be over 900 tons of CO2 per 
Spencer County resident, or more than 50 times the average consumption per US resident. 

The plant will also produce significant amounts of deadly Hydrogen Sulfide gas under high 
temperature and pressure. The EPA has classified Hydrogen Sulfide as an "Extremely 
Hazardous Substance'1. Those toxic releases are NOT "insignificant" and will most definitely 
have a SIGNIFICANT Impact on air quality and overall health. Maybe in IDEM's eyes, the 
Southwestern Indiana region is already so polluted that another super-polluter wouldn't hurt those 
citizens in the "Sacrifice Zone". It's clear that IDEM and the government of Indiana are both more 
interested in attracting outside business and promoting the coal industry than in protecting the 
health and well-being of Hoosier citizens. 

The most heinous aspect of this awful facility is that it will be within 1 mile of David Turnham 
Elementary School and a nursing home. The young and the elderly are those most at risk from 
air-borne pollutants. Students at the elementary school will be exposed to these additional 
pollutants every day from age 4 to age 12 (pre-K to 6th grade). These are very important years in 
the development of children's bodies. Not only the lungs will be affected. When these microscopic 
particles get into the blood stream, they will affect every organ in the body. Just the fact that this 
plant will be within one mile of these institutions, and inside the Dale town limits, should result in 
even stricter requirements than if the plant was going to be located in an unpopulated area. 

In addition to the pollutants that Riverview Energy has named in their air permit application, I am 
sure there are many more deadly chemicals that will be used, and released into the surrounding 
environment, that Riverview Energy, and more specifically Kellogg Brown and Root (KBR) have 
not disclosed. KBR is the company that controls the coal-to-diesel technology that Riverview 
Energy Uust a front for other behind-the-scenes players) will utilize in the proposed plant. KBR 
has proven themselves to be deceitful, willfully negligent and despicable in their disregard for 
human life. 
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See the attached text from an article in the Houston Press regarding the actions of KBR and their 
treachery against our troops and against their own employees. We cannot trust them to protect 
our citizens, nor to even accept liability for the devastation they will cause. 

My entire family lives, works and BREATHES in Southern Indiana. It is the most beautiful area in 
the country and we wouldn't choose to live anywhere else. We do not want this plant, nor any 
others like it, to move in and pollute our area further. Our home is within 5 miles due East of the 
proposed plant's location. We will be directly affected by the smell, the air pollution, the water 
pollution, the soil pollution, and the just-plain-ugliness of this proposed plant. We would have to 
live with that smell, pollution and ugliness every day of our lives. 

All of the towns and citizens downwind of this proposed plant will suffer economically. Ferdinand 
IN is directly downwind of the proposed plant's location. Ferdinand, along with the rest of this 
region, has been working very hard, and successfully, to grow its tourism appeal. In addition to 
particulate matter air pollution, this plant will emit sulfur. (They claim they won't, but they will.) 
What tourists will want to come to spend time in an area that smells like rotten eggs? 

The proposed coal-to-diesel plant is a monstrosity that should not be allowed to destroy our 
beautiful Southwest Indiana. Nor should it be allowed to destroy our health and welfare, and 
destroy the value of our homes and businesses. 

No matter how "safe" the company claims to be, things always go wrong. Accidents happen. 
Deaths occur. Evacuations are ordered. 

I am pleading with you to deny the air permit application submitted by Riverview Energy, in order 
to protect the environment in our beautiful Southern Indiana, and the lives and health of the 
wonderful Hoosiers who live here. 

Attachment: 

[ HYPER LINK "https://www.houstonpress.com/nevvs/blood-money-6592441"] 

Blood Money 

Houston Press 
Craig Malisow / February 15, 2012 / 4:00am 
Basra, Iraq: July, 2003 

Larry Roberta, a specialist in the Oregon National Guard, sat on a stack of sacks brimming with 
one of the most carcinogenic chemicals known to man and chomped on his chicken patty. 

Unsuccessful in his mission to swap his rations with any of the British soldiers, who were stocked 
with heavenly corned beef hash and chocolate pudding, he braved the mystery meat's gooey 
coating while keeping an eye on the contractors' trailer a few yards away. While the Kellogg 
Brown & Root guys ate inside the trailer, Roberta could've taken lunch in one of the vehicles, but 
he figured vehicles were prime targets for any insurgents or Saddam loyalists who might be 
scouring the area. Better to suffer the hundred-plus-degree heat. 

To Roberta's knowledge, the chicken patty, with its gooey coating, was the only toxic substance 
he was currently in contact with. The sand around the sacks was mixed with a dark-orange, 
crystalline powder, but it didn't faze him - the entire water-injection facility he was guarding was 
filthy with chemical residue. 

The facility, Qarmat Ali, was a sprawling, approximately 50-acre plant where chemically treated 
water was pumped deep underground to maintain balance in the reservoirs while the oil was 
extracted. The plant had already felt the pains from years of U.N. sanctions before looters 
descended like human twisters in early spring and ran away with whatever wasn't bolted down, 
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and much of what was, knocking out electricity and leaving some buildings as mere husks. One 
building was littered with human feces; exposed machinery was coated with sludge and sand and 
colored powders. 

A gust of wind kicked up the orange-tinted sand around the bags, and some blew into Roberta's 
left eye and mouth, and onto his slimy chicken patty. It burned. He ran a few yards, then grabbed 
his canteen and tried to wash down the stubborn sand clinging to the back of his throat, but doing 
so only made him retch. 

After collecting himself, he walked back to where he'd been sitting and partially lifted one of the 
bags. SODIUM DICH was all he could see, and all he could think of was when he used to swim in 
the ocean as a kid, how his parents warned him not to swallow any of the saltwater, and to shut 
his eyes tight if he wanted to dive below the surface. Must be some weird sort of salt, Roberta 
thought. Not a huge deal. 

But as the month progressed, he had trouble breathing; he had trouble sleeping for all the 
coughing, and it hurt to eat and swallow. 

Roberta had been sitting on sacks of sodium dichromate, a compound containing hexavalent 
chromium, an especially hazardous material that most people might have first become aware of 
from the film Erin Brockovich. Banned for more than a decade in the United States, sodium 
dichromate had been used at Qarmat Ali as an anticorrosive, and questions surrounding its 
presence there are the basis of two federal lawsuits filed against Houston-based KBR on behalf 
of more than 200 military personnel from four U.S. states and England. 

According to the lawsuits, filed in Oregon and Houston, KBR health and safety workers knew 
about the sodium dichromate in April or May of 2003, but did not notify the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers until mid-August, allowing the troops to be exposed to the potentially deadly chemical 
for months. During that time, according to the lawsuits, KBR personnel deceived the troops by 
first concealing the chemical's presence, then downplaying its danger. They told soldiers that 
their bloody noses and breathing problems were due to sand, or too many protein drinks, or pre
existing conditions. 

The soldiers' lawyers say that two National Guardsmen who served at Qarmat Ali have died as a 
direct result of sodium dichromate exposure. But KBR maintains that the Army's own medical 
evidence proves that no troops suffered dangerous levels of the chemical. 

Lead KBR attorney Geoff Harrison told the Houston Press that the mere presence of sodium 
dichromate at Qarmat Ali does not automatically mean everyone there was overexposed. 

"Whether a chemical actually or even likely causes any adverse health effect - no matter how 
minor - depends on your level, duration and dosage of exposure," he says. "It is meaningless to 
say, 'There was an exposure,' without analyzing the level, duration and dosage of each 
individual's exposure. And that work has not been done by the plaintiffs and their hired medical 
expert at all." 

The litigation has produced memos and e-mails showing an alarming lack of communication 
among and between Army and KBR personnel, especially involving so-called safety officers on 
both sides who, for a $7 billion contract, appeared to take a remarkably lax approach to potential 
health hazards and the concerns of their own men. 

However, even if KBR is found liable, an indemnity clause in the company's contract means that it 
won't have to cover legal costs. There's a reason both KBR and the Army wanted a last-minute 
addition to the contract to remain classified for as long as possible: It indemnifies KBR for any 
soldier's on-site injury or death - even if due to the company's willful misconduct. 
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Picture a grain of table salt floating in 1,000 liters of air. Now split that single grain into eighths, 
and get rid of seven. That remaining eighth is the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration's acceptable level for hexavalent chromium exposure for an eight-hour period. 

In August 2001, the United Nations, which had enforced sanctions on Iraq and oversaw the 
attendant Food-for-Oil program, implemented its Phase X. As a part of that phase, Iraq's South 
Oil Company, which ran Qarmat Ali, put in an order for 4,020 tons of "water treatment chemicals," 
which included sodium dichromate. 

Located in southern Iraq, approximately 70 miles southeast of the confluence of the Tigris and 
Euphrates - the supposed Garden of Eden - Qarmat Ali was the region's biggest water
injection facility, pumping treated water into the Rumailah reservoir. Built by the Soviets, Qarmat 
Ali went online in 1982, was crippled during the UN sanctions of the 1990s and was already 
considered antiquated by the time the U.S. declared war in 2003. 

Looting all but leveled the place, and the U.S. wanted to get Qarmat Ali operational as quickly as 
possible, so it could assist in beating the production goal of three million barrels a day the United 
States had set for the entire country. 

This awesome responsibility fell to TF RIO, Task Force Restore Iraqi Oil, a coalition of military 
and civilian personnel. Step one was for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to award a $7 billion 
sole-source contract to KBR, with about $2.5 billion designated for Qarmat Ali. (At the time, KBR 
was owned by Halliburton; it separated in 2007 and, according to its Web site, employs 35,000 
globally. Because the soldiers' Texas lawsuit mostly concerns Indiana National Guard troops, it 
was originally filed in Indiana, but dismissed on jurisdictional grounds. The soldiers' lawyers then 
argued successfully to have it filed in Houston - KBR's headquarters, and, according to the 
lawsuit, the actual nerve center of the Restore Iraqi Oil project). 

The contract was generous beyond the base price: It included a performance bonus if KBR got 
Qarmat Ali operational before the deadline. But even after the contract was signed, KBR wasn't 
satisfied: Its contract specialist called the Corps of Engineers back to the table and said the 
company would not proceed unless the standard-issue indemnity language was modified to 
protect KBR from having to cover the costs of any litigation arising from injuries or deaths due to 
the company's willful misconduct. If anything happened, the government would have to cover the 
cost. 

Despite the fact that the U.S. government had so much confidence in KBR's global expertise that 
it didn't even put the contract out for bid, and despite the fact that Iraq's Ministry of Oil depended 
on sodium dichromate so much that it ordered it by the ton, it is KBR's de facto position that its 
people had no reason to even consider the fact that the chemical might be present at Qarmat Ali. 

This oversight is understandable once one examines one of the highly technical skills required to 
nab a multibillion-dollar sole-source government contract to restore an entire nation's oil industry: 
assumption. 

To wit: Here's one of KBR's health, safety and environment managers, Johnny Marney, in a 
deposition, explaining the thought process upon entering the largest water-injection facility in 
southern Iraq: "The facility at Qarmat Ali is a water-treatment facility. So ... in the States, you know, 
there's no real use of any hazardous chemicals used there. So we went in assuming that this was 
just a water-treatment plant." 

Though KBR contractors were, of course, not military, they were in a war zone, and the area 
around Qarmat Ali was not immune to enemy fire, IEDs and unexploded mines. They needed 
military protection, which came in the form of National Guard units from Oregon, Indiana, South 
Carolina and West Virginia, as well as British troops. At night, the contractors slept in a Kuwait 
Crowne Plaza hotel, where a KBR manager had to issue a memo scolding them for bringing 
"ladies of the evening" back to their rooms. 
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Meanwhile, Indiana National Guard Lt Col. Jim Gentry and his men stayed at Camp Wolf at the 
Kuwait City airport at night. Every evening, they stomped the orange- and yellow-stained sand off 
their boots and shook it from the crevices in their uniforms. Gentry figured the stuff covered half of 
Qarmat Ali, but no one wore personal protective equipment and no one said it was anything 
significant, so he didn't really think about it. When he and his men started getting nosebleeds, 
chest pains and rashes, KBR supervisors said it was the dry desert air, or maybe his men were 
just allergic to sand. 

Gentry, 46 at the time, had signed up with the National Guard in 1981. He had wanted to serve 
his country - and the extra $89 a month helped support a growing family. He was proud of his 
service in the Guard, especially the help he was able to provide the Iraqi people. Sure, he and his 
men found caches of weapons and I EDs, but they also dug wells for schools and delivered nearly 
two tons of school supplies donated by the good people of Indiana, and that's what he was most 
proud of. He had a soft spot for kids - he had five of his own, and he taught at a junior high, 
where he also coached basketball and football. He'd once owned a restaurant, and he worked 
many years as a mechanic, but it was the work with kids he most loved. 

By late July 2003, Gentry would later say in a deposition, contractors murmured about how the 
yellow and orange sand was really contaminated with a cancer-causing agent, and Gentry's men 
got worried. Gentry went to his immediate commander, and then in August he wrote the general 
of the 22oth MP Brigade. The general, as far as Gentry knew, forwarded the letter up the chain. 
He hated that his men came to him, and he could tell them nothing. 

Russ Powell, a medic with the West Virginia National Guard, had the same frustrations. He could 
do a quick patch-up, but he wasn't a doctor. Could it just be the flu? 

"They kind of look up to you," Powell told the Press, " ... and it was just frustrating for me, 'cause 
one person would get it, then the other person would have it, then all of them have it - including 
myself. And I'm sitting here [thinking], 'What the hell's wrong with us?"' 

Ed Blacke, KBR's health, safety and environment coordinator, had an idea what was wrong, and 
he was already pissing off his superiors when he told them he had discovered sodium dichromate 
on site. From his very first visit, he'd been worried about the stained soil and sand. He first got to 
Qarmat Ali July 10, and when he asked his colleagues who'd already been there about the stuff, 
he was told it was a non-issue. But the more time he spent at Qarmat Ali, the more complaints he 
heard from contractors and soldiers alike of bloody noses, spitting up of blood, rashes, sinus and 
eye irritation. He decided to take his interpreter along on an in-depth assessment, and, he'd later 
testify, he was told by some of KBR's subcontractors that sodium dichromate had been used at 
the plant for years. 

When Blacke raised this issue with his supervisors, he later testified, he was told to stop agitating 
the men. He was told to shut the hell up. When he didn't, he was put on a plane back to Houston. 

Even prior to Blacke's pernicious muckraking, a U.S. Army Corps of Engineer safety officer, 
Michael Remington, had also talked sodium dichromate with KBR. 

According to Remington's later deposition, a KBR health, safety and environment manager 
named Chuck Adams invited him to lunch back at the Crowne Plaza and asked that Remington 
not put too much information down in writing. Adams was happy to talk about any issues, but 
there just wasn't a need to document every little thing. 

Sodium dichromate may have been a sensitive issue to KBR's safety officers because, by mid
July when the men really cranked up the complaints, the safety officers had known about its 
presence on site for more than a month. 
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A June 1 KBR "Project Trip Report" noted the use of sodium dichromate; three weeks later, 
safety officer Jake Duhon would note in a "Daily HSE Log" that he had had a discussion with 
employees of Iraq's South Oil Company, who confirmed that sodium dichromate was on site. 

"Should be able to use this information for PPE [personal protective equipment] requirements ... " 
Duhon wrote. 

Three days after this epiphany about protective gear, according to a KBR e-mail, an 
environmental engineer explained that another engineer "has asked Houston about using 
chromate in water treatment. As we are not following any EPA regulation in Iraq facility and this 
water is used only for water injection, we should not change the chemicals used now in the 
facilities." 

The soldiers never got protective equipment, but in late August, they noticed something new. All 
of a sudden, KBR employees were wearing Tyvek suits with respirators. 

It threw the soldiers for a loop. Why, after months of working at Qarmat Ali, did the contractors 
suddenly need PPE? 

Gentry explained in an affidavit five years later that he asked someone to take a photograph of 
him, in battle rattle, standing on the orange sand between two contractors in their Tyveks. The 
contractors had been reluctant. 

"Nobody is going to know who you are with your respirator on," he assured them. 

On September 8, operations at Qarmat Ali were suspended. 

Memorandum for Record: Department of Veterans Affairs, Indianapolis VA Regional Office, 
January 8, 2010: 

James C. Gentry, VA File Number 315 66 6760. 

Service connection for the cause of death is granted. 

The cause of death is recorded as: lung cancer. The veteran was service connected for combined 
obstructive and restrictive ventilatory defect to include right maxillary sinus adenocarcinoma with 
metastic lung cancer at a 100 percent evaluation. 

Service connection for the cause of the veteran's death is granted since evidence shows that it 
was related to military service. 

Indiana Joint Forces Headquarters, National Guard, Memorandum for HQ: 

In line of duty for exposure to sodium dichromate between June-September 2003. 

By authority of the Secretary of the Army. 

To the layman, these findings from the Indiana National Guard and the Department of Veterans 
Affairs might seem like clear-cut statements that Lt. Col. Gentry's lung cancer was caused by his 
exposure to sodium dichromate. 

Harrison, the KBR attorney, of course disagrees. And going straight to the source wasn't much 
help: A spokesman for the Indiana National Guard told the Press that its "line of duty" 
memorandum is not an official statement that the Guard believes Gentry's death was related to 
the exposure. 
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Furthermore, both the Indianapolis regional office of the Department of Veterans Affairs, where 
Gentry was treated for cancer, and the department's national office, which relied on the regional 
office's medical evaluations, would neither confirm nor deny that sodium dichromate caused 
Gentry's cancer. A spokesman for the national office explained that, in many cases, once the 
determination is made that an injury or disability occurred during active duty (or within a year after 
retirement), it is considered "service-connected." There is not necessarily an investigation into the 
specific cause. 

Because the documents do not officially state that Gentry died as a result of sodium dichromate 
exposure, KBR's President of Infrastructure was able to exclude Gentry's death from a 2010 op
ed piece he wrote for the Portland Oregonian denying that KBR acted improperly in the handling 
of Qarmat Ali. 

"As the old saying goes, everyone is entitled to their own opinion, but not their own facts," 
Williams wrote. " ... Testing by the Army center showed that no troops were harmed and that they 
were unlikely to develop future injury from any limited exposure they received while in Iraq." 

Williams was referring to the U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion & Preventive Medicine, 
which concluded in May 2010 "that long-term health effects related to cancer. . .were very unlikely 
from the exposure as understood." 

It was probably for another reason, then, that Gentry was diagnosed with lung cancer in late 
2007, which then spread from his lung to behind his eye and on up to his brain, while at the same 
time eating away at his bones to the point that, by February 2008, 60 percent of the bones in his 
hip and femur were like rotted wood. Surgeons implanted a rod, something his widow Luann says 
was "extremely painful for a man of his stature and size and pride." 

By that time, the couple pretty much lived at the VA, driving two hours from their country home 
near Williams to Indianapolis. They fell in love with the home when they passed it on one of their 
motorcycle rides - one of the last Gentry would be able to take - in 2007. It was too expensive 
at the time, but, just their luck, the price soon dropped, and in November 2007 they bought it. 

In a deposition Gentry gave on October 5, 2009, he said, "This is our peaceful little place in the 
world where we're going to spend the rest of our lives in peace." 

Fifty days later, he died. 

A death like Gentry's may have been what the Department of Defense's Office of Inspector 
General warned about in a September 2011 report blasting both Army officials and KBR 
managers for "not effectively" addressing "environmental hazards" prior to working at Qarmat Ali. 

Just who exactly was supposed to address what hazards has been a point of conflict between the 
Army Corps and KBR, with much of the contention hinging on the meaning of the word "benign" 
as it appears in the multibillion-dollar Restore Iraqi Oil contract. According to KBR, the Army was 
supposed to conduct a site assessment and clear Qarmat Ali of any hazards, rendering it 
"benign," before operations began. Therefore, any sodium dichromate still on the ground was the 
Army's fault But did "benign" mean the Army was supposed to clear any military-related, as 
opposed to environmental, hazards? Because the architects of the contract did not see fit to 
include a glossary, we may never know. 

The DoD Inspector General's report called the Qarmat Ali contract "impractical" and stated that 
the Army changed the scope of the contract midstream, and "as a result, Service members and 
DoD civilians were unintentionally exposed to toxic chemicals and the U.S. Government was 
made vulnerable to potential health care liabilities for individuals exposed to contamination." 

The report also concluded that KBR did not "fully comply" with - and the Corps of Engineers did 
not enforce - U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration standards. As a result, "nearly 
1,000 U.S. Army soldiers and U.S. Army civilian employees were exposed to sodium dichromate 
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in the five months it took from the initial site visit until the military Command required personal 
protective equipment." 

Hardly, according to John Resta, scientific adviser to the U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion. 
He told a Senate committee on Veterans Affairs in 2009 that soldiers at Qarmat Ali participated in 
a series of town hall-style meetings on the subject and "were provided fact sheets about the 
potential exposures." (The latter repository of knowledge smacked of junior-high health class, 
with one fact sheet titled - Scout's honor - "Chromium and You.") 

Prior to the town hall meetings, according to later testimony, KBR managers had their own 
meeting to discuss concerns about sodium dichromate. Ed Blacke told a Senate committee in 
2008 that he was escorted from the meeting after a disagreement with another KBR health and 
safety officer. 

According to Blacke, the managers "told the workers at that time that sodium dichromate was at 
worst a mild irritant, that the plant had been thoroughly checked out and was safe, and they were 
to get back to work ... l was kind of shocked that fellow safety and medical officers were telling 
outrageous and blatant lies to the workers." 

When he questioned the findings, Blacke testified, a KBR manager named Garcia whispered 
something in his ear that "I cannot repeat in mixed company, but he did indicate some very 
severe references to my genealogy and my mother and asked me to get outside now or he would 
ask one of the security people from the Army to remove me forcibly. I did advise Mr. Garcia that it 
would not be beneficial to his personal health if he attempted to do that." 

By the time of the first town hall meeting in September 2003, KBR managers already knew they 
had a problem on their hands. On July 28, an engineering project manager had e-mailed 
colleagues that "sodium dichromate is unsafe. Short term exposure can affect people and harm 
their body. Therefore please advise every body working at the Qarmat Ali water plant to stay 
away from the chemical feed tanks containing sodium dichromate" [sic]. 

According to an August 12 Project Trip Report, two KBR safety officers took soil samples at 
Qarmat Ali, noting that "sodium dichromate is a very toxic chemical and has been shown to have 
caused cancer in humans" and that "casual exposure has been shown to cause lung damage, 
liver damage, tooth decay, digestive disorders, and cancer." 

The safety officers inspected the mixing room, which "was used to collect spills," and a "chemical 
sewer and open drainage ditch," and noted that "the conveyor platform, the floor around the 
mixing tanks, and the sump in the mixing room are stained dark orange and contain piles of dark 
orange crystalline material (most likely pure sodium dichromate)." 

Workers for the South Oil Company ate their lunch on the floor in these areas. One worker, 
whose job it was to shovel sludge from the mixing-room sump, showed the safety officers the 
ulcers on his stomach and chest. 

Minutes from a KBR meeting from the same week indicate that a project manager "reported that 
the problem seems worse than initially considered" and that "almost 60% of the people now 
exhibit the symptoms." 

They talked remediation: "a decontamination station where people can wash and change 
clothes"; covering all working surfaces with gravel; and giving paper masks and goggles to 
"Halliburton hands." 

Nothing about masks and goggles for the troops. 

Gentry addressed this delay in one of his depositions: "I understand and accept there's danger 
with my line of service ... What's very difficult for me to accept is if I'm working for KBR and they 
have knowledge of hazardous chemicals on the ground that can cause cancer and not share that 
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knowledge, then that is putting my men at risk that is unnecessary. I'm very upset over that..! feel 
like they should be ashamed that they did that" 

By mid-August, soil sample results confirmed sodium dichromate contamination, and KBR 
formally notified the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and requested that remediation immediately 
begin. 

In October, the Army's Center for Health Promotion conducted physical exams of the 129 Indiana 
National Guard troops who were still in Iraq and provided medical history questionnaires to 103 
Oregon and South Carolina Guardsmen who were no longer in the country. (The Center also took 
air and soil samples, which the plaintiffs' lawyers have criticized as being unreliable, since they 
were taken post-remediation, and also because the air samples weren't taken during high winds, 
when the sodium dichromate would have been more likely to be inhaled or ingested.) 

Resta (the Center's scientific adviser) told the Senate Committee on Veterans Affairs in 2009 that 
"less than 30 percent of the people examined reported symptoms, and the symptoms that were 
reported were symptoms that could have a variety of causes ... AII of the people tested had normal 
blood levels; more than half of the chromium blood tests were actually below the detection limit of 
the test." 

But the plaintiffs' expert, Herman Gibb, an epidemiologist and authority on hexavalent chromium, 
told the same Senate committee that the months-long delay in medical testing resulted in 
unreliable data. 

For the Senate, Gibb put it like this: "An analogy is like giving a breathalyzer test to a person 
three days after they were pulled over for erratic driving." 

Although the soldiers may have so far captured the public's sympathy, the courts are, of course, 
not the same, and the plaintiffs' case is hardly a slam dunk. 

Much of this is because the Army's Center for Health Promotion & Preventive Medicine's 
evaluation of some of the Qarmat Ali soldiers turned up "no significant potential for long-term 
adverse health effects," and a subsequent Defense Health Board review of the Center's work 
stated that it "met or exceeded the standard of practice for occupational medicine in regard to the 
exposure assessment and medical evaluation." 

Lead KBR attorney Harrison puts it like this: "This is not a 'The defense experts say one thing and 
the plaintiff experts say another' -this is not that case. This is a case where, in the real time, in 
2003, the U.S. Army sent in its own medical team, who was, of course, interested in protecting 
the soldiers, to find out whether there was any medical issue to be concerned about at all." 

Harrison also points out that, while the troops may have been in the same area as sodium 
dichromate, that doesn't automatically mean they were overexposed - and the medical evidence 
proves it. 

However, the Center only tested a portion of the roughly 600 soldiers who rotated through 
Qarmat Ali; physical evaluations were done on the 129 Indiana National Guardsmen on site at the 
time of the testing. The Oregon, West Virginia and South Carolina Guardsmen no longer serving 
at the site were given questionnaires. 

The Department of Defense's Office of Inspector General called this paucity of testing "a lost 
opportunity for obtaining more complete knowledge of the possible medical impact of pre
encapsulation exposure." 

Moreover, many other Guardsmen were not even aware that they had been exposed to sodium 
dichromate until 2008, when Congressional hearings began. 
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And because the U.S. Army and KBR are vehemently backing the Center's findings, it appears 
they are casually dismissing the soldiers' complaints as misinformed whining at best, and 
opportunistic malingering at worst. 

Both entities would have to brush aside the Congressional testimony of soldiers like Infantry 
Company Commander Russell Kimberling, who alleged that "We were told by KBR that the 
sodium dichromate was a mild irritant, and that one would have to literally bathe in it for any 
toxicity to occur." 

Likewise, both the Army and KBR would have to brush aside the weird dichotomy between the 
"fact sheets" the Center was distributing to the Qarmat Ali soldiers and KBR's simultaneous 
meetings. 

The Center's first fact sheet, dated September 19, 2003, stated the Army was "developing a 
robust risk communication program to keep everyone informed" about sodium dichromate 
exposure. 

Two weeks later, KBR, Army Corps, and South Oil Company personnel held a meeting in which 
KBR safety officer Chuck Adams noted that "the company will be liable" if personnel are exposed, 
and suggested that blood testing should be done for "people shoveling the dust into bags" 
because "if exposed too long may cause death." (This meeting was more than a month after the 
KBR meeting where a safety officer noted that nearly 60 percent of the people exhibited 
symptoms). 

Also at this meeting, a gentleman from the South Oil Company noted that his people needed 
"updated literature," as they were "using a book that is 25 years old." 

There is also the question of what constitutes an "official" notice to the Army Corps of Engineers 
by KBR that sodium dichromate was on site. Although KBR notified the Corps in writing on 
August 12, 2003, of potential sodium dichromate exposure, a Corps safety officer wrote of sodium 
dichromate's presence in a June 25 log. 

Houston-based plaintiffs' lawyer Mike Doyle finds the one-of-our-dudes-told-one-of-their-dudes 
defense ridiculous: "So whatever KBR says or did, as long as they pointed out one portion to one 
guy in one division of the Army, they can lie to everybody on an ongoing basis," is how he 
describes it. 

Doyle refers to the willful misconduct clause in KBR's contract, which the Army had refused to 
turn over to a Congressional panel for years, as a vital clue that the company foresaw potentially 
fatal hazards but was more concerned with its bottom line than with the lives of even its own 
employees. (KBR's attorney, Harrison, says the fact that KBR asked for full indemnification was 
never classified and was revealed to Doyle as early as 2006.) 

After the indemnification clause finally came to light, Oregon legislators authored a bill intending 
to stamp out what they considered questionable business practices. The National Defense 
Authorization Act requires the Secretary of Defense to notify Congressional defense committees 
of all future indemnifications in government contracts. 

Co-author Senator Ron Wyden issued a statement promising that "From now on, contractors 
doing business with the Department of Defense are not going to get a free pass to be reckless 
and irresponsible with the lives and health of American soldiers." 

Of course, Larry Roberta believes the Act came too late for those who worked at Qarmat Ali. 

By December 2003, Roberta was experiencing extreme acid reflux disorder. In January 2004, he 
says, Army physicians recommended a Nissen fundoplication wrap: Surgeons made five incisions 
in his abdomen, entered laparoscopically and wrapped the top part of his stomach to form a one
way valve between his esophagus and the rest of the stomach. 
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Roberta says he had to grind up his food for a month, but that was a minor inconvenience when 
compared to the pain he says often hits out of the blue. The Nissen wrap leaves a person unable 
to vomit when he feels he has to. Roberta describes it as like someone punching your stomach 
from the inside. 

"If I breathe too heavy, my lungs hurt," he told the Press. Unable to work since September 2004, 
a big day for Roberta is walking to the mailbox. He has a cane for these treks, but these days, he 
relies more on his 75-pound English bulldog, Gino. When he feels dizzy or faint, Roberta says, he 
can lean on Gino. Roberta named his brown and white companion after his first National Guard 
platoon sergeant. 

Like Gentry, Roberta says he expected certain things with his service: You can get injured or 
killed by the enemy or through friendly fire. That's part of the deal. 

"But I don't expect to be incapacitated by a contractor that's out there making millions of dollars," 
he says. 

Gentry's widow, Luann, of course feels the same way. 

"These were citizen soldiers, they were National Guardsmen," she says. "They were hung out to 
dry serving their country." 

[ HYPER LINK "mailto:craig.malisow@houstonpress.com"] 

Craig Malisowcovers crooks, quacks, animal abusers, elected officials, and other assorted 
people for the Houston Press. Contact: Craig Malisow 

Copyright© 2012 Houston Press, LP. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Suzanne Krampe Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matier 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Wayne Rahman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Mr. Wayne Rahman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Wayne Rahman Comment: 

As a farmer in Spencer County, living within 5 miles of the proposed Riverview Energy coal to 
diesel plant, I respectfully request that you deny air permit T147-39554-00065. I am concerned 
about the tons of carbon dioxide that will be released by this plant, which will increase the ozone 
problems already experienced in this area. 

IDEM and the EPA issued many Ozone Alert Days for our area this past summer. When those 
alerts are issued, we are requested to do everything we can to limit carbon dioxide emissions -not 
idling our vehicles, not using drive-through windows, not mowing our lawns till after 7 PM, not 
fueling our vehicles till after dusk. And at the same time, IDEM is considering approving the air 
permit application for an industry that will pump 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide into our 
atmosphere every year! Where is the sense in that? 

Studies have shown that the warmer temperatures that will result from increased ozone levels will 
harm crops, reducing yields, cutting into my livelihood. The pollution that will be deposited onto 
vegetation and into the water that will be ingested by my livestock, will affect the health and 
fertility of the animals, also cutting into my livelihood. Wildlife will be harmed as well. 

The pervasive odor of rotten eggs from the sulfur released by the plant will affect all of us. 

We don't want this plant It will absolutely affect the air quality and overall health of the people 
and animals in Southern Indiana. 

Please deny air permit application T147-19554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Wayne Rahman Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Julie Rahman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Ms. Julie Rahman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Julie Rahman Comment: 

I am a resident of Spencer County in Southern Indiana, living within 5 miles of the proposed 
Riverview Energy plant planned for Dale IN. I am very concerned about the millions of tons of 
deadly chemicals and hazardous materials that will be emitted into our environment by this plant. 

In late October IDEM issued a draft permit stating that there would be "no significant impact" on 
the air quality and overall health in the region. As I understand it, IDEM's data was distorted 
because IDEM used measurements from monitors in South Bend, Indiana. It appears that IDEM 
was bending to pressure from Governor Holcomb (who is pro-coal) and from the Indiana 
Economic Development Corp (which is also heavily funded by the coal industry), at the expense 
of the health of the citizens of Southern Indiana whom IDEM is expected to protect. 

Southern Indiana is surrounded by 4 of the worst super-polluters in the country. Spencer County 
was ranked 23rd for toxic emissions among all 3,142 counties in the nation in the U.S. EPA's 
Toxic Release Inventory. Indiana was ranked 6th worst offender out of all 50 states in the release 
of toxic chemicals in 2016. 

Southern Indiana has borne more than their share of super-polluters. We do not need another 
one in Spencer County or anywhere else in the entire region. 

Please deny air permit application T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Julie Rahman Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Darryl and Pat Irvin Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Darryl and Pat Irvin, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Darryl and Pat Irvin Comment: 

My letter is in reference to Permit# T147-39554-00065, concerning the Coal to Diesel plant being 
proposed to locate in Dale, Indiana. 
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Please, please, please do not allow this monster to locate in Dale. We live due east of Dale and 
we do not need more pollution from Spencer County, which is already overly polluted. 

We live near the Ohio River and enjoy boating and swimming in it. The coal to diesel plant will 
definitely affect the water quality, which in my opinion, is finally clearing up. 

Again, I beg you and your office to NOT ALLOW more pollution and devastation to the small rural 
town of Dale, Indiana. 

Thank you for your time and attention. I pray you make a wise decision for the sake of all lives 
involved. 

IDEM Response to Darryl and Pat Irvin Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Stephen and Nancy Schroer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Stephen and Nancy Schroer, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Stephen and Nancy Schroer Comment: 

We are writing to you to state our opposition to Riverview Energy's proposed Coal to Diesel Fuel 
Refinery that is to be built INSIDE the city limits of Dale Indiana in Spencer County. We live in 
Dale and this refinery will be located less than a mile from our elementary school, nursing homes 
and many residences, including ours. 

Riverview Energy' s coal to diesel fuel refinery will be a major source of air, water, light, smell and 
noise pollution, not to mention the ugliness of the refinery itself. This refinery will produce an 
extremely hazardous substance, Hydrogen Sulfide gas, and will be a major source of fine 
particulate matter, as well as a number of hazardous air pollutants, including benzene. 

According to the EPA, Spencer County Indiana is ranked 23rd worst out of all 3,142 counties in 
our nation for toxic air pollution. This plant will emit over two million tons of carbon dioxide per 
year. We do not need or want any more pollution added to what the Rockport Power Plant (AEP) 
is already producing in our county. Spencer County is a toxic hotspot and adding more pollution is 
not the answer. 

The citizens of Dale were not given any voice as to the location of this proposed monstrosity 
refinery and we are asking for your help in seeing that this refinery is not built in our beautiful, 
peaceful farming community, Dale Indiana. We truly feel, as citizens of Dale, Spencer County, 
and Indiana that we deserve clean air to breathe and clean water to drink. Our health matters. 
WE DESERVE BETTER! 1! 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Please protect us, the citizens of Indiana. We ask that you please consider in your decision, the 
human beings that will be adversely affected. 

IDEM Response to Stephen and Nancy Schroer Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Steve Rahman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Mr. Steve Rahman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Steve Rahman Comment: 

My family and I want to speak out against the Riverview Energy coal-to-diesel processing plant 
proposed for over 500 acres within the town of Dale IN. There is no other such facility in the 
Western hemisphere, and for good reason. It is not needed, it is not economically feasible or 
viable. When this plant, if built, eventually fails because it is not practical or sustainable, and the 
company inevitably goes bankrupt, the good citizens of Indiana, Spencer County, Dale and 
neighboring areas will have the immense burden of cleaning up the hazardous waste dump 
created by Riverview Energy. We will never again have the serene, beautiful, open cropland. The 
land will be useless. 

The proposed process to convert coal into diesel fuel is an idea that only has economic promise 
in situations where crude oil is very expensive or not readily available. That is not the case in the 
present-day economy. Crude oil is plentiful and affordable. It is much more economical to 
produce diesel fuel directly from crude oil. Direct crude-to-diesel production will also release 
fewer toxic pollutants into our atmosphere. 

Riverview Energy plans to pulverize 100 rail cars of coal every day (5,000 tons of coal per hour). 
They have no plans to capture carbon dioxide or other greenhouse gases on the site. 

According to the permit, Bag Filters will be used to control the release of fine coal dust from coal 
handling operations. Section D.1.10 states that a bag failure will be indicated by a significant drop 
in the baghouse's pressure reading with abnormal visual emissions. In other words, when they 
see plumes of coal dust escaping into the air, they will realize that the bag filter has failed. In the 
meantime, coal dust will be pumping directly into the atmosphere and the surrounding 
environment for a significant amount of time. Section D.1.1 O(b) states this direct pollution can 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

With regard to !he paragraph about baghouse failures, please see IDEM Hesponse to EPA 
Permit Comment ·17. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Ron Balbach Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Mr. Ron Balbach, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Ron Balbach Comment: 

I also support the comments of Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life and Earth 
Justice. I did attend the meeting at Heritage Hills High School on December 5, 2018 but still wish 
to share my concerns about the proposed Riverview Project. 

I am a small farm land owner within three quarters of a mile of the proposed Riverview Project. 

Will or has the IDEM considered what effects the 184 tons of nitrogen oxide, 255 tons of carbon 
monoxide, 120 tons of sulfur dioxide, 139 tons of particulate matter, 2.2 million tons of carbon 
dioxide and 32 tons of hazardous air particles released every year by the proposed Riverview 
Energy Project have: 

• on the Bald Eagles (our protected national bird) that are frequently seen and possibly 
have nests in the Dale Lake area. 

• on the endangered Indiana Brown Bats. These bats live in the nearby forested area that 
is being clear cut. This forest habitat is part of what the Town of Dale annexed. Has the 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) been notified about the Indiana Brown Bat and 
Bald Eagle concerns in this Riverview Energy proposed area? 

• on the vineyards along with the produce, soybean, corn, wheat and hay crops that our 
farmers produce every year in Spencer and Dubois County. What farmer will be able to 
sell contaminated products because of Riverview's emitted pollution as stated in their 
permit application? 

• on the nearby animals of hog farms, cattle farms, poultry farms, turkey farms, goat farms 
and organic farms. Is it possible these chemicals that will be released every year, 
according to Riverview Energy"s proposal, might affect the strong agriculture economy 
that presently exists in the nearby areas of North Spencer County and Dubois County? 
Will the health of animals be affected to the extent of causing serious health concerns in 
our human food chain? 
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There are too many unanswered questions concerning Riverview's proposal that must be 
addressed prior to permitting because of the affect this project will have on the environment, our 
agricultural economy and the people of Spencer and surrounding counties. It is and should be the 
responsibility of government agencies such as I DEM to protect the people and the environment 
from industries that have the ability to do harm with pollution to people, animals, plants and areas 
of natural habitat. I have read on the IDEM Letter head, "We Protect Hoosiers and Our 
Environment." Is this really true and to what extent? Based on the data stated at the public 
hearing by informed, educated people there is much room for improvement for IDEM? 

The State of Indiana should and must monitor air quality in the Dale area and surrounding 
counties in order to gather enough data several years in advance prior to permitting such a 
controversial industry that is found only in China and Russia. And only after much local data is 
collected over an extended time period can statements made by IDEM in local newspapers be 
verified as to whether or not there are or will be "significant impacts" on air quality, the 
environment and the human population in the area of North Spencer. 

Because of the concerns of citizens in the Dale area and surrounding counties, I strongly urge 
you not to grant a permit to Riverview Energy Corp. until further pollution data has been collected 
that will verify there will be no harmful effects to the people and environment in the Southwestern 
Indiana area. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Ron Balbach Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Mary Balbach Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 6, 2018, Ms. Mary Balbach, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Mary Balbach Comment: 

I also support the comments of Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life and Earth 
Justice. I did not attend the meeting at Heritage Hills High School on December 5, 2018 but still 
wish to share my concerns about the proposed Riverview Project. 

I am a small farm land owner within three quarters of a mile of the proposed Riverview Project. 

Will or has the IDEM considered what effects the 184 tons of nitrogen oxide, 255 tons of carbon 
monoxide, 120 tons of sulfur dioxide, 139 tons of particulate matter, 2.2 million tons of carbon 
dioxide and 32 tons of hazardous air particles released every year by the proposed Riverview 
Energy Project have: 

• on the Bald Eagles (our protected national bird) that are frequently seen and possibly 
have nests in the Dale Lake area. 
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• on the endangered Indiana Brown Bats. These bats live in the nearby forested area that 
is being clear cut This forest habitat is part of what the Town of Dale annexed. Has the 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) been notified about the Indiana Brown Bat and 
Bald Eagle concerns in this Riverview Energy proposed area? 

• on the vineyards along with the produce, soybean, corn, wheat and hay crops that our 
farmers produce every year in Spencer and Dubois County. What farmer will be able to 
sell contaminated products because of Riverview's emitted pollution as stated in their 
permit application? 

• on the nearby animals of hog farms, cattle farms, poultry farms, turkey farms, goat farms 
and organic farms. Is it possible these chemicals that will be released every year, 
according to Riverview Energy's proposal, might affect the strong agriculture economy 
that presently exists in the nearby areas of North Spencer County and Dubois County? 
Will the health of animals be affected to the extent of causing serious health concerns in 
our human food chain? 

There are too many unanswered questions concerning Riverview's proposal that must be 
addressed prior to permitting because of the affect this project will have on the environment, our 
agricultural economy and the people of Spencer and surrounding counties. It is and should be the 
responsibility of government agencies such as I DEM to protect the people and the environment 
from industries that have the ability to do harm with pollution to people, animals, plants and areas 
of natural habitat I have read on the IDEM Letter head, "We Protect Hoosiers and Our 
Environment." Is this really true and to what extent? Based on the data stated at the public 
hearing by informed, educated people there is much room for improvement for IDEM? 

The State of Indiana should and must monitor air quality in the Dale area and surrounding 
counties in order to gather enough data several years in advance prior to permitting such a 
controversial industry that is found only in China and Russia. And only after much local data is 
collected over an extended time period can statements made by IDEM in local newspapers be 
verified as to whether or not there are or will be "significant impacts" on air quality, the 
environment and the human population in the area of North Spencer. 

Because of the concerns of citizens in the Dale area and surrounding counties, I strongly urge 
you not to grant a permit to Riverview Energy Corp. until further pollution data has been collected 
that will verify there will be no harmful effects to the people and environment in the Southwestern 
Indiana area. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Mary Balbach Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Angela Rahman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Angela Rahman of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Angela Rahman Comment 1: 

Please let your records show that I stand with the Southwestern Indiana Citizens for the Quality of 
Life. I oppose the building of the coal to diesel plant in Dale, IN. 

I am a resident of Spencer County, Indiana, and live less than ten minutes away from the 
proposed site. I am concerned about adding a single particle of pollution to the already pollution 
saturated county, even though you state that the emissions would be within "legal" limits. 

Negative effects on the health and well-being of residents in the area is a huge concern. We 
should not be putting people at risk for illnesses which will undoubtedly occur because of the 
pollution stemming from the plant. Human beings should not have to suffer loss of their quality of 
life just for the sake of greed coming from someone who doesn't even live in the area. 

Please do NOT allow this plant to be built here in our county, nor anywhere else in the world, for 
that matter. No human being deserves to suffer the effects of this plant, and neither does our 
planet. Thank you for allowing me to voice my concern. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Angela Rahman Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Becky Gonzalez Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Becky Gonzalez, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Becky Gonzalez Comment 1: 

My name is Becky and I have been a resident of Indiana my whole life. In the last few years I 
learned about the sacrifice zone down in Southern Indiana. It breaks my heart when I think about 
it. I live in Fort Wayne and my power travels 322 miles from Rockport. From one of the FOUR 
SUPPER POLLUTERS already in operation in the area. 

This past summer myself and other concerned Hoosiers took a trip to Southern Indiana to meet 
the people who live in the wake of all the pollution. One of our stops took us to Dale where we sat 
in on a meeting of local residents who did NOT want to see this coal-to-diesel plant pop up in 
their back yard. ONE MILE from the school their children and grandchildren attend. I listened to a 
medical professional speak about what the pollution will mean for the community and what illness 
they could expect to see and which ones will get worse. 
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And then we have IDEM. An agency who is supposed to protect the environment but instead 
seems to protect the interests of the fossil fuel industry and other industries who compromise the 
environment for profit. 

So I am asking you to break the tide. Do not give Riverview Energy a permit that allows this coal
to-diesel plant in Dale. Do not put my friends, the wonderful people of Dale I had the privilege of 
getting to know, in danger by allowing this monstrosity to move in to their back yards. Say NO to 
the coal-to-diesel plant in Dale. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Becky Gonzalez Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Darrell Boggess Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Darrell Boggess, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Darrell Boggess Comment 1: 

I am writing in opposition to the proposed coal-to-diesel operation in southern Indiana. Low 
quality of the air and water in the Ohio River valley is well known to residents of the tri-state area 
near Evansville. My family has been in the coal business for more than a century. Most of the 
men have died prematurely with lung disease and related illnesses. Coal, gas and oil are 
inherently dangerous to human health. Millions of people living in other parts of the state do not 
appreciate the personal sacrifice made by residents of coal producing areas. Decades ago, I 
moved to Muncie in search of cleaner air and water that will allow me to have a longer life with 
better health. An industrial scale experimental prototype releasing toxic materials in our state 
should not be allowed to proceed. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Darrell Boggess Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Aaron Hohl Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Aaron Hohl, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Aaron Hohl Comment 1: 

My name is Aaron Hohl and I am emailing you with my concerns regarding the proposed 512 
acre coal to diesel (C2D) refinery near Dale, IN. I am not emailing you from some distant location 
in the United States after being asked to do so by someone living closely to the proposed 
location. I am not a politician or businessman with an agenda or my own special interests in 
mind. I am not a lawyer or scientist with hundred page documents to support each of my points 
and positions. I am simply a fifth generation family farmer and land owner that makes his 
livelihood off of 300 acres directly north/northeast of this proposed C2D plant I am just one more 
Hohl in a long line of Hohls that have farmed and survived on the aforementioned ground since 
my ancestor Mike Hohl Sr. bought it in 1851. My lineage has survived numerous depressions and 
economic disasters, civil and world wars, livestock and grain market crashes, droughts and 
natural disasters, and a long list of other challenges and hardships that have tested the fortitude 
of our land and the people who have survived on it. 

Rather than type twenty pages pointing out scientific statistics and highlighting the potential 
environmental effects of such an untested, unstudied, and uncertain facility, I will simply point out 
what is at stake in a more personal manner. There are already many people doing a fine job 
presenting potential disastrous impacts of this facility using a more scientific, financial, and 
mathematical approach. IDEM reports and calculations meant to ease our minds might as well 
be thrown in the trash as there isn't another plant like this anywhere in the United States for them 
to have studied and examined to come up with such concrete conclusions. As someone who lives 
directly downwind (considering our most common weather patterns and their habitual direction of 
travel), I ask you to consider the question, "what if?" 

What if this plant actually produces more pollutants than anticipated? Are unforeseen results 
unheard of in facilities/experiments being conducted for the first time? Those pollutants then enter 
the atmosphere upwind from our farm and my own children, nieces, and nephews grow up 
breathing in air that was supposed to be harmless. You won't be able to rewind time and reverse 
your decision to go ahead with this project. There won't be a "whoops, I take that decision back." 
Instead, breathing problems arise in otherwise healthy children, headaches become more 
common, and other health problems that were previously nonexistent become a regularity. 

What if the pollution (anticipated levels or more) begin to affect our ground quality? Pollutants will 
no doubt enter our groundwater and soil and have an impact on the productivity of the livestock 
and crop fields our families depend on. In a society that is increasingly worried about the food 
their families ingest, shouldn't we be taking as many steps as possible to prevent pollution of the 
beef and grain raised on our family farm before it is distributed to American tables nationwide? 
How do we know a rare form of cancer won't one day be traced back to our area and pinpointed 
to have originated from the pollution of an originally assumed harmless facility? For example, 
there was a point in time when the U.S. Government considered asbestos to be a wonderful 
material due to its flame retardant properties and durability. The U.S. Government used it in 
everything from roofs to pipe insulation and floor tile on military bases around the world. I now 
work for a company, aside from farming with my brother, that was built on abating asbestos from 
Government facilities. We are paid by Government money, taxpayer money. It is no secret that 
significant funding goes into simply making asbestos go away. Shouldn't we try to avoid another 
asbestos-like scenario by observing such a facility/process AWAY from healthy populations and 
family farms before we come to a conclusion that, "it's probably harmless." 

Finally, what if family farms such as our own can no longer thrive in proximity to this plant? 
Whether it be due to the health of our families, the condition of our soil/water, or other negative 
impacts resulting from this new C2D plant, what if traditions, lineages, and futures are cut short 
due to probabilities and ideas? What if gut feelings and promises fail and unintended outcomes 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

prevail? Is the American farmer who is surviving on the fruits of 170 years of hard work, sweat, 
blood, and tears of those that came before him worth risking for a couple temporary construction 
jobs and possibly antiquated coal consumption? 

There are many families in southern Dubois County and northern Spencer County like my own. 
ask that you and those responsible for the approval and potential construction of this C2D plant to 
consider what is at stake with a decision surrounded by so much uncertainty. This facility may not 
impact your family negatively and may even affect your career positively, but consider the 
common Hoosier men and women who have made this area so great, generation after 
generation. Don't have a hand in ending what so many have worked so hard to build. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Aaron Hohl Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

With regard to the commenter's question about producing more pollutants than anticipated, the 
proposed permit includes limitations on the potential to emit of the source, including best 
available control technology (BACT) requirements for units with emissions that exceed the 
thresholds for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). The permit also contains testing, 
monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements to assure that all permit limitations are 
enforceable as a practical matter and to assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with 
all applicable state and federal rules on a continuous basis. The summary of uncontrolled 
emissions that appears in Appendix A to the TSO has the purpose of showing that the source is 
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subject to Part 70 and PSD and which pollutants may be subject to PSD BACT requirements. 
The uncontrolled emissions do not represent the actual emissions that will occur based on 
compliance with the permit requirements such as emission limitations and standards and pollution 
controls devices/measures. If the source determines that the uncontrolled potential to emit of the 
plant will increase in such a manner that would require a source/permit modification, then the 
source will be required to obtain prior construction/operation approval prior to making any 
changes to the plant that would increase the uncontrolled potential to emit. 

The proposed permit contains all health-based and technology-based standards established by 
the U.S. EPA and the Indiana Environmental Rules Board, which will limit the amount of 
emissions from the facility to the very lowest level allowed by law. In addition, IDEM, OAQ 
performed an air quality analysis for this proposed facility that concluded that the proposed facility 
will not pose a threat to public health or the environment (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the 
revised air quality analysis in its entirety). 

IDEM, OAQ, Compliance and Enforcement Branch observes stack tests, reviews stack test 
results and reports, conducts inspections, reviews compliance determination and monitoring 
records and reports, and takes enforcement actions when a permit violation (noncompliance) is 
discovered. If noncompliance with any air permit condition is detected, IDEM, OAQ has a wide 
range of enforcement options including warnings, civil penalties, criminal charges and, in extreme 
cases, an injunction to cease operations at the facility. 

IDEM, OAQ and U.S. EPA inspections are unannounced. IDEM, OAQ normally inspects major 
sources on an annual basis. IDEM, OAQ will make more frequent inspections on a case-by-case 
basis based on the compliance history of the source and any public complaints received. During 
an inspection, the IDEM, OAQ inspector will perform a records review, and inspect the facility 
operations, to determine if the source is in compliance with all air permit terms and conditions. 
Regular inspections, regular stack testing, along with compliance monitoring, record keeping and 
reporting, will allow IDEM, OAQ to determine if Riverview is in continuous compliance with all air 
permit terms and conditions. 

IDEM, OAQ encourages residents to contact an IDEM, OAQ compliance inspector if they witness 
or have evidence of any compliance related concerns with this operation. An IDEM OAQ 
compliance inspector will investigate complaints, perform any necessary observations or 
inspections of the source, determine if a violation of a permit term or condition has occurred, take 
appropriate action when a violation is observed, and initiate any necessary actions to bring to 
source back into compliance with applicable permit conditions and state and federal rules and 
regulations. The current compliance inspector for each county in Indiana can be found at the 
following website: [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2418.htm" ]. The current IDEM 
OAQ compliance inspector for Spencer County is Daniel Roos, who may be contacted by 
telephone at (812) 380-2309 or toll free (888) 672-8323 an ask for Daniel Roos or by e-mail at 
droos@idem. IN .gov. 

If the commenter or citizens have complaints and issues with the source with respect to 
compliance with its air permit, complaints can be submitted to IDEM three (3) different ways: 

1. Online at: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/5274.htm" ]; 
2. Through the Complaint Coordinator at (800) 451-6027 ext 24464; or 
3. By printing, completing, and mailing a paper-based Complaint Submission Form 

(Available under Agency Forms at: [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/5157.htm"]) 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Larry K. Kleeman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Larry K. Kleeman of Tell City, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Larry K. Kleeman Comment 1: 

I attended the December 5th Public Hearing held at Heritage Hills High School regarding the Air 
Quality Issues and the proposed Operating Permit for Riverview Energy. I heard 47 concerned 
citizens voice their concerns and opposition to the proposed plant. They provided facts and 
personal stories about the harmful effects and health hazards to the air quality of not only 
Spencer County but Dubois and Perry Counties as vvell if this plant is approved. Their testimonies 
were compelling and I respectfully ask that IDEM deny this operating permit 

I am a lifetime resident of Southern Indiana currently living in Tell City. Our family consists of my 
wife, 5 adult children, 4 in-laws, 10 grandchildren and 2 great grandchildren. Although I currently 
live in Perry County, my great great grandfather was one of the founding families in New Boston. 
He and a number of my relatives are buried in the Church Cemetery in New Boston. Additionally I 
work during the summer season, outside, at Holiday World-Splashin Safari, and I have a sister 
and grandson who work also at Holiday World. I have relatives who live in Dale and Santa Claus. 
In summary the air quality in Southern Indiana affects my family directly. 

It is my understanding air monitors do not exist in most of the counties in our immediate area. I do 
not understand how a plant that will affect the air quality with hazardous chemicals can be issued 
a permit without proper monitoring. During the December 5 th Public Hearing I heard 7 people 
speak in favor of the proposed plant. I believe all of their comments related to jobs not the air 
quality. I urge you to deny this permit. Thank you for conducting the Hearing and for your 
consideration. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Larry K. Kleeman Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement 

Ms. Amanda Schnell Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Amanda Schnell, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Amanda Schnell Comment 1: 

Please do not approve the permit for the Riverview Energy Coal - Diesel Plant Permit1 I have 3 
young children that I plan on raising in Dubois/Spencer County and I do not want any of the 
harmful pollutants from this plant to effect them in any way. If you have children, I am sure you 
understand there is nothing you would not do for them! I have seen some of the issues that other 
areas have had when these types of facilities come into their area. Even if there is the 
SMALLEST of chance that it could effect my child, I would NEVER approve of this. At some 
point, we have to stop thinking about money. We need to look and see that this is the wrong 
thing to do for our community ... no matter the money. It is disappointing that you would even think 
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about approving this and honestly makes me sick to my stomach that people think this is OK. 
Let's not let greed take over. .. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Amanda Schnell Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Jan Evrard Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Jan Evrard of Fort Wayne, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Jan Evrard Comment 1: 

I hope by now that you realize many folks are against the approval of the Riverview Energy 
facility that you seem to think is a good idea to approve. What might surprise you is that it is not 
only the folks living in the area who are resisting, but those of us further away in Fort Wayne. 

Just a few reasons why this is a bad idea: 
• Toxins that will harm our environment & health of residents: 60 tons per year 
• Toxins that will add to climate change just when we are given reasons that we MUST 

make changes NOW 
• Plants similar in China & Russia, less elsewhere. Riverview Energy in our area where 

monitoring is less 
• When the rest of the world is leaning toward renewable energy that is cleaner & less 

expensive - why? 
• If the purpose of IDEM is to protect Hoosiers and the environment, do you really think 

approving this plant is protecting anything? I think not. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Jan Evrard Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Bethany Hopf Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Bethany Hopf of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit Ms. Hopf submitted additional 
comments in a letter received December 7, 2018. 

Ms. Bethany Hopf Comment 1: 

I attended the IDEM public hearing for the proposed Riverview Energy coal to diesel facility in 
Dale. I signed up to speak at the meeting, however, I had to leave before my turn came. 

I would still like to express my thoughts to you regarding the project. I understand that, by law, 
IDEM has to issue a permit if the applicant meets the requirements set forth by the state and that 
personal opinion on whether or not residents want the project is not sufficient to deny the permit 
If personal opinion did matter though, I urge you to deny the permit. 

Indiana consistently ranks among the worst polluted states likely due to state set higher than 
average allowable pollutant emission limits. This is probably a large part of the reason Riverview 
Energy has tried to locate this plant in Indiana, both now in Spencer County and unsuccessfully 
several years ago in Vermillion County. Therefore, I would like to know how the allowable limits 
for pollutants are established for the State of Indiana. I would also like to know how residents may 
petition to get the limits lowered. How does Indiana determine if an applicant adheres to the 
requirements of the permit after a project is constructed? I've researched and read that there is 
no enforcement branch to monitor and penalize companies if compliance is not met, is that true? 

In the not-so-distant past, lead pipes and lead paint were thought to be safe and asbestos was 
the perfect material for many construction and insulation materials. But research has proven the 
extreme dangers associated with those materials and now they are no longer used, treated 
carefully when encountered and disposed of safely so as not to harm anyone further. It is time for 
Indiana to wake up to the data proving that allowable limits of millions, thousands or even 
hundreds of tons of pollutants released every year is extremely reckless, dangerous and short 
sighted. 

Although there is an abundance of coal in this area, there is also an abundance of sunshine as 
well. Recently a field of solar panels was constructed near Dale also. The panels don't emit 
particulates, CO2, SO2, CO, etc. We need to look up for the future and should not, literally and 
figuratively, keep our faces in the dirt. Indiana needs to change the air pollution regulations to 
protect the possibility of harnessing solar power moving forward. If we continue to pollute as 
currently allowed by the state, smog will reduce the ability to capture solar power and therefore 
limit future cleaner energy development. 

Please let us know who we can contact to get allowable pollution limits lowered and to require 
monitoring, enforcement and severe penalties for non-compliance. We can, and should, do much 
better to protect our environment and the health of ourselves, our children and all future 
generations. 

Every day I pray for the safety, happiness and health of my children. I can guarantee that not all 
parties will be happy with the outcome of this permit, but if the permit is denied, I can also 
guarantee we will all be safer and healthier. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Bethany Hopf Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 
Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

With regard to the commenter's question about compliance, the permit contains all applicable 
control device operating requirements, monitoring requirements, testing requirements, and 
associated record keeping and reporting requirements to assure that all permit limitations are 
enforceable as a practical matter and to assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with 
all applicable state and federal rules on a continuous basis. These provisions are seen most 
clearly in the emissions unit operation conditions sections (D- sections), but are also included in 
Section C (Source Operation Conditions) and the NSPS and NESHAP sections (E- sections). 
IDEM, OAQ also has a Compliance and Enforcement Branch that observes stack tests, reviews 
stack test results and reports, conducts inspections, reviews compliance determination and 
monitoring records and reports, and takes enforcement actions when a permit violation 
(noncompliance) is discovered. If noncompliance with any air permit condition is detected, IDEM, 
OAQ has a wide range of enforcement options including warnings, civil penalties, criminal 
charges and, in extreme cases, an injunction to cease operations at the facility. 

IDEM, OAQ and U.S. EPA inspections are unannounced. IDEM, OAQ normally inspects major 
sources on an annual basis. IDEM, OAQ will make more frequent inspections on a case-by-case 
basis based on the compliance history of the source and any public complaints received. During 
an inspection, the IDEM, OAQ inspector will perform a records review, and inspect the facility 
operations, to determine if the source is in compliance with all air permit terms and conditions. 
Regular inspections, regular stack testing, along with compliance monitoring, record keeping and 
reporting, will allow IDEM, OAQ to determine if Riverview is in continuous compliance with all air 
permit terms and conditions. 

I DEM, OAQ encourages residents to contact an I DEM, OAQ compliance inspector if they witness 
or have evidence of any compliance related concerns with this operation. An IDEM OAQ 
compliance inspector will investigate complaints, perform any necessary observations or 
inspections of the source, determine if a violation of a permit term or condition has occurred, take 
appropriate action when a violation is observed, and initiate any necessary actions to bring to 
source back into compliance with applicable permit conditions and state and federal rules and 
regulations. The current compliance inspector for each county in Indiana can be found at the 
following website: [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2418.htm" ]. The current IDEM 
OAQ compliance inspector for Spencer County is Daniel Roos, who may be contacted by 
telephone at (812) 380-2309 or toll free (888) 672-8323 an ask for Daniel Roos or by e-mail at 
droos@idem. IN .gov. 

If the commenter or citizens have complaints and issues with the source with respect to 
compliance with its air permit, complaints can be submitted to IDEM three (3) different ways: 

1. Online at: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/5274.htm" ]; 
2. Through the Complaint Coordinator at (800) 451-6027 ext. 24464; or 
3. By printing, completing, and mailing a paper-based Complaint Submission Form 

(Available under Agency Forms at: [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/5157.htm"]) 

With regard to the commenter's question about how the allowable limits for pollutants are 
established for the State of Indiana, the emission limitations contained in the proposed permit are 
based on state and federal air pollution rules and regulations. For example, the proposed permit 
includes limitations on the potential to emit of the source, including best available control 
technology (BACT) requirements for units with emissions that exceed the thresholds for 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). The permit also contains all applicable control 
device operating requirements, monitoring requirements, testing requirements, and associated 
record keeping and reporting requirements to assure that all permit limitations are enforceable as 
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a practical matter and to assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with all applicable 
state and federal rules on a continuous basis. 

IDEM, OAQ relies on the scientific expertise of U.S. EPA which has developed the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect public health and the environment. The Clean 
Air Act requires that U.S. EPA conduct periodic review of the most current scientific information to 
determine if air quality standards are adequate to protect human health and general welfare. This 
review includes an integrated science assessment which is a comprehensive review of science 
judgments and risk and exposure assessments. An independent committee, the Clean Air 
Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC), reviews all health information and makes 
recommendations to U.S. EPA on whether current health standards are protective of public health 
and welfare or should be revised. After any health standard recommendations have been 
approved and finalized through rulemaking, IDEM is required to follow the new standards. 
Additional information on the CASAC can be found at the following website: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabpeople.nsf/webcommittees/CASAC" ] . 

IDEM has no authority to create any permit limits or measures in excess of what is legally 
required for a regulated source. The Indiana air permitting requirements that are applicable to 
this source are part of our state implementation plan (SIP) that is approved by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Environmental laws are enacted by the Indiana 
legislature. The legislature has also given rulemaking authority to the Indiana Environmental 
Rules Board. More information about the rulemaking process is available at [ HYPERLINK 
"http://www.in.gov/idem/4087.htm"] on IDEM's Website. Information for getting involved with 
EPA's regulations can be found at the following website: [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.epa.gov/laws-regulations/get-involved-epa-regulations" ]. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Jeanne Melchior Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Jeanne Melchior of Jasper, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Jeanne Melchior Comment 1: 

I wish to submit several questions and comments about the permit for the above named entity. 
The report completed by IDEM needs much background information and should come up with 
results that would be understandable to a general reader. I am a retired professor of written 
communication and critical thinking skills, have expert reading skills, and I found the report to be 
a jumble of meaningless gobbledygook and obfuscation. We are not a free people if we need 
specialists to decipher the legal documents we encounter. 

How did you determine that the significant releases of toxic chemicals would have "no significant 
impact" on this small rural town of Dale (population about 1,600 people) and its near vicinity? 
This small town is surrounded by farms and wooded areas, as well as other even smaller towns, 
and several well maintained tourist attractions. It doesn't take much to recognize that any facility 
of this magnitude would indeed, have significant impacts of many kinds. 

Given the prevalence of human generated toxic materials already in our air, also being widely 
present in water, soil, plants, humans, and animals where it creates serious threats to human 
health and the health of entire ecosystems, both logic and common sense dictate that we need to 
begin to reduce the total number of emissions of all toxic chemicals into the air. 

And it isn't enough to simply mandate that each separate facility is not exceeding an arbitrary 
legal limit. We must look at totals for an area to avoid exacerbating the numerous problems which 
already exist. Clearly Spencer County (population approximately 20,000) which already has high 
levels of pollution for a county of that size, needs to look at any expansion of toxic releases in that 
light, and allow only those endeavors which have a very low toxic footprint. Many excellent 
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scientists from the NoC2D movement, Earthjustice, etc. have provided the staggering numbers of 
serious impacts to our health and well-being in other comments, so I won't repeat them. I do have 
the following comments and questions about IDEM's finding of "no significant impact" 

What would be the daily as well as the long term impacts of these chemicals on the people living 
near the proposed plant? Being down wind of several super-polluters in the area, plus being in 
the vicinity of several companies with emissions of their own, how would the total number of 
emissions of various chemicals further impact the air quality of the immediate area? Since 
Indiana has so many impaired bodies of water, and since it is widely known that many chemical 
pollutants that are airborne also make their way to the water and the soil, how would the 
accumulated totals affect the air, water quality, and soil of Spencer County? How would these 
pollutant affect agriculture and wildlife, not to mention human health, both today and projected 
into the future life of the project? 

How would the extra traffic flow, the trucks, the railcars, etc. impact the air quality? The emissions 
produced by these extraneous factors should be included in the totals produced by the plant 
itself, as well as the impacts of this traffic along the routes travelled by these vehicles. How would 
these toxic chemicals impact farmers in the area? What impacts could this have on food quality 
and food security? How could the influx of 200 workers and their families impact air and water 
quality? It would definitely impact quality of life for current residents as well as their health and 
well-being. It's important to remember that this facility would be inside the city limits of a small 
town, and the property values, the health of the individuals who live there, need to be considered 
as well. The neighboring area is comprised of small farms and agricultural lands which would 
suffer the impacts, as would the Lincoln Parks nearby, and Holiday World just down the road. 

In a Changing Climate, this plant and the CO2 it would produce, are guaranteed to harm the 
environment worldwide. According to NASA "During ice ages, CO2 levels were around 200 parts 
per million (ppm), and during the warmer interglacial periods, they hovered around 280 ppm (see 
fluctuations in the graph). In 2013, CO2 levels [ HYPERLINK "http://climate.nasa.gov/news/916"] 
for the first time in recorded history. This [ HYPERLINK 
"http://scrippsco2.ucsd.edu/history_legacy/keeling_curve_lessons" It "_blank"] in CO2 shows a 
remarkably constant relationship with fossil-fuel burning, and can be well accounted for based on 
the simple premise that about 60 percent of fossil-fuel emissions stay in the air." Because of the 
many scientific warnings about runaway climate change, and the need to decrease its presence 
significantly CO2 releases, which are now over 400 ppm, also need to be quantified. Since we live 
in an age when it is urgent to lower the CO2, it's hard to imagine that any new releases can be 
justified. In addition, the carbon load of the use of product over time should be factored in, as well 
as the likelihood that this is not carbon neutral, and in fact, that digging the coal, hauling it, and 
carrying out the process before hauling it away to be burned, will also create more CO2 in an 
already overloaded atmosphere. As air quality specialists, you should recognize that we must 
stop burning fossil fuels as quickly as possible. 

How would the additional toxic chemical load play out over time? Forty years ago, Spencer 
County did not have a high pollution rate from industry, but since the addition of l&M power plant 
and other industries, it is responsible for the emission of toxic chemicals making Spencer County 
one of the most polluted places in the country. In addition, Indiana is one of the most polluted 
states in the country, with a preponderance of super polluters up wind of Spencer County. These 
impacts are all substantial, and to protect the health of the residents of the region, it is the duty of 
IDEM to do more than list what a company says it will emit IDEMs role is insure that these 
pollutants do not harm the public today as well as over the life of the project. Looking ahead a few 
years, what changes could happen? Would Riverview Energy be likely to leave a brownfield 
wasteland for someone to clean up? What would be the risk of spills, either on the property, or in 
transit? What plans would be made to control spills or other disasters? How would workers and 
next door neighbors be protected? 

My personal observation of Spencer County over the past 70 years shows that significant 
changes do happen-often within the span of half a lifetime, or even less. My understanding of 
history and geography also bear out the fact that brownfields, superfund sites, polluted places of 
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all kinds started out as small lovely places, but grew rapidly over time to become places not fit for 
human habitation. No one wants to live near such places, nor do they want to live close enough 
to watch an area get trashed beyond belief. Even the processes of mining lay waste to huge 
swathes of land, both in Indiana and elsewhere, and threaten the lives of those who live nearby. 

When I was a child, Spencer County, though far from pristine, was a bucolic paradise compared 
to now. My uncle had land there and farmed the portion that wasn't wooded wildlife habitat. I have 
fond memories of time spent there, as do my grown children walking in the woods, studying 
plants, exploring the swamps. When the Forest was classified, the forester found several rare 
species, and that portion had special classification. Santa Claus Land was a charming little 
podunk park "dedicated to the children of the world .... " Later it was expanded and was recognized 
as the first theme park (since replaced by huge glitzy Holiday World and Splashing Safari)--a 
giant expansion of infrastructure, with a network of streets and shops. There was no 1-64 
interstate, the area was dotted with small farms and many small woodlands, and Rockport was a 
sleepy little town on the Ohio River. Though some secondary roads were blacktop, many were 
unpaved gravel. The Lincoln Memorial was built around the time I was born--an open stone 
structure that was then ungated, its carved panels created by a friend of my parents. Spencer 
County was a good place then, a prosperous place in a genuine sense, and I remember it fondly 
though the place I knew in my childhood and adolescence has vanished with few traces 
remaining. 

In my adult lifetime, the winds of change have not been good to the area. In the mid-late 1970's 
quite a few people lost their life savings to unsuccessfully oppose the Indiana Michigan Power 
Plant in Rockport. Spin-off industries came. New highways were built, US 231 was widened, the 
small town of Dale was bypassed, despite many objections from around the area. The county is 
now considered by the EPA to be the 23rd in the nation of the most toxic chemical releases into 
the environment. Are the people of Spencer County better off for all this? Are their lives better or 
happier or healthier? Is this "progress"? 

When I recently walked the woods at Lincoln Boyhood where I worked for a couple of summers 
back in my salad days, catching a whiff or two of the past on a fleeting autumn breeze, I 
considered that all polluted places everywhere were once pristine, and I became viscerally aware 
of the speed at which those changes occur. In the blink of an eye, but before my time, old growth 
forests became cut over and degraded, used, sold, burned off. Another blink of an eye, and those 
cut over forests became farms and homesteads. And now, within my lifetime, this. 

How much could be restored if no further damage is done is only a guess. Is it even possible to 
reclaim lost innocence, if a place can be said to possess it? A few decades perhaps to reclaim 
farmland, centuries to restore a semblance of old growth woods, millennia for complete 
restoration of wilderness. The cleanup of brownfields and superfund sites is even more difficult
and very expensive. Climate change is near a point of no return, and cleaning up the toxic air and 
water, the chemical laden soils, has likely reached a point beyond human capacity, submitting the 
coming generations to a greatly diminished future. Is this what we want to leave the as our 
legacy? 

In a world that seems to have gone mad, caught up in a delirium of mindless consumption and 
greed, succumbing to what seems to be increasingly meaningless scrambling to see how much of 
the remaining coal and gas reserves can be manufactured and used to create ticky tacky that will 
wind up in garbage dumps, as the by-products of their manufacture lead us closer to collapse. Do 
we embrace this as inevitable rather than focusing on the true meaning of a good life? I have to 
wonder if we first don't have to reclaim those more ephemeral qualities, our recognition that 
health, and happiness don't depend on those things, that we are connected to everything else, 
and dependent on the natural world before we have the will to just say no to the poisoned fruit at 
hand. 

Information and facts about these air quality problems is widespread and readily available. IDEM 
needs to listen, and then act. They must do their jobs and stand up for the people of Indiana who 
have much to lose by projects like this. I urge IDEM to protect Rural Southern Indiana-and the 
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entire state-by denying this permit, therefore taking it off the table. Perhaps this would give 
those who desire growth a chance to move on to a more reasonable kind of growth, and least do 
so in ways that wouldn't be so damaging to the quality of life for so many, in ways that wouldn't 
leave a fatal footprint behind, and that would steal another part of our souls in the process. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Jeanne Melchior Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 

Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

Permit content and the requirement for a technical support document setting forth the legal and 
factual basis for a draft Part 70 permit are specified in Federal (40 CFR 70.7(a)(5)) and State 
regulations (326 IAC 2-7-8). IDEM, OAQ tries very hard to make the requirements of the permit 
very clear to sources, regulatory agencies, and the general public. 

The purpose of the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit is to 
document all applicable state and federal rules and regulations related to air pollution (e.g., 
emission limitations and standards) and all applicable control device operating requirements, 
monitoring requirements, testing requirements, and associated record keeping and reporting 
requirements to assure that all permit limitations are enforceable as a practical matter and to 
assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with all applicable state and federal rules on 
a continuous basis. 

IDEM, OAQ performed an Air Quality Analysis in order to predict the air pollution concentrations, 
travel distances, and resulting impact of Riverview's worst case scenario air pollution emissions 
on the surrounding area. IDEM, OAQ concluded that the proposed facility will not pose a threat 
to public health or the environment (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised air quality 
analysis in its entirety). 

Based on state and federal regulations for Part 70 permits, air pollution emissions from additional 
traffic (i.e., fuel combustion in mobile sources such as cars, trucks, railcars) or from additional 
workers and their families that would be associated with this proposed plant are not included in 
determining the potential to emit of a stationary source. The impact of air pollution emissions 
from additional mobile source emissions or from additional workers and their families associated 
with this proposed plant to ambient air pollution levels in southwest Indiana will be monitored as 
part of IDEM, OAQ's ambient air monitoring. Information about Indiana's air monitoring system 
and monitoring results is available at [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2346.htm" 
]. 
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Questions about possible redevelopment of the site if Riverview Energy ceases operations are 
outside the scope of the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. For 
information about brownfields and links to the Indiana Finance Authority program, please see [ 
HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/cleanups/2353.htm" ]. 

Questions about spills on or off the property are outside the scope of the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. For information about IDEM Emergency Response 
programs, please see [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/cleanups/2352.htm" ]. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Bennet B. Brabson Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Bennet B. Brabson, Emeritus Professor of Physics & Climate Scientist at 
Indiana University in Bloomington, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Bennet B. Brabson Comment 1: 

I am a climate scientist and Emeritus Professor of Physics here at Indiana University in 
Bloomington. My research focusses on the connection between projected extreme temperatures 
here in the Midwest and loss of soil moisture. Not surprisingly, as our average temperature 
increases here in Indiana, soil moisture decreases and extreme temperatures rise. Unfortunately, 
this rise in temperature is a direct result of our human production of carbon dioxide (CO2). I wish 
it were otherwise. 

There are a number of important ideas to keep in mind as you consider the proposed Riverview 
Energy direct conversion Coal-to-Diesel plant in Dale, Indiana. It is certainly true that Indiana has 
a very large coal resource and as little as twenty years ago, the US was importing the majority of 
its crude oil. Damage from climate change was not yet evident. Under those circumstances, coal 
to liquid (CTL) was seen as economic. 

Several trends now mitigate strongly against CTL. First, shale oil tracking has changed the 
equation for transportation fuels. Oil tracking sites are waiting unused for the next rise in the 
price of oil. Diesel from coal is not price competitive. Second, transportation from electricity is 
replacing a good portion of the diesel market at the same moment that renewable electric energy 
sources - wind, solar, geothermal - are growing. Third, financial damage from climate change is 
now very much in evidence. 

There are a number of specific costs of this rise in temperature here in the Midwest, not the least 
of which is a decrease in corn and soybean production as temperatures rise. Quoting from Prof. 
Steve Vigdor here at Indiana University, "the changes to Earth's climate are upsetting the delicate 
environmental balance that has long supported the diversity of life and the agricultural fertility of 
our planet. Serious consequences of these changes are already occurring. For example, the 
frequency of severe storms, floods, droughts and fires has tripled worldwide since 1980, as 
revealed by actuarial statistics (see figure below) compiled by the reinsurance company Munich 
RE. Without serious reductions to worldwide greenhouse gas emissions, the environmental, 
ecological and economic consequences will grow much more severe over the coming decades, 
as documented in the 2018 IPCC Special Report on the Impacts of Global Warming of 1.5°C. 
The recently released Volume II of the Fourlh National Climate Assessment indicates that the 
U.S. will not be spared its share of these severe costs. The health and welfare of U.S. citizens 
are jeopardized." 
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In summary, climate costs for us here in Indiana are a non-starter for Coal-to-Diesel. So, is there 
a way to eliminate the climate costs of Coal-to-Diesel? In principal, yes - it is called Carbon 
Capture and Sequestration (CCS). However, the Coal-to-diesel plant in Dale is not considering 
CCS. There is good reason for that. CCS requires the compression of CO2 gas, immediately 
reducing the total efficiency of the process requiring as much as 1 /3 of the energy of the diesel 
you produce. Coal-to-Diesel with Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCL) is also not attractive. 

Finally, and most importantly, the future of a coal-to-diesel plant in Dale is fraught with another 
major uncertainly. In the Federal House of Representatives a bipartisan bill H.R. 7173 (The 
Energy Innovation and Carbon Dividend Act of 2018) is being considered. It is a "fee and 
dividend" bill that starts with a $40/ton of CO2. That the proposed coal-to-diesel plant at Dale is 
estimated to produce 2.2-2.8 million tons of CO2 per year, subtracts roughly $100,000,000 a year 
from its bottom line. While it is true that this bill may not pass in the short term, it is likely, as 
climate damage becomes more and more annoying that such legislation will take place. I 
strongly suggest that we in Indiana avoid the high likelihood of a failed Dale coal-to-diesel plant. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Bennet B. Brabson Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 
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No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Tina Knott Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Tina Knott, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Tina Knott Comment 1: 

My name is Tina Knott I was born and raised in Huntingburg, Indiana and moved to Evansville, 
Indiana when I was 18 years old. I will be 44 years old in less than 2 weeks. I've been 
chronically ill for the last 8 years. It took me 6 years to find a doctor that could tell me why. I was 
diagnosed with CIRS, Chronic Inflammation Response Syndrome. I would be very surprised if 
you've heard of this illness. It's not an illness that western medicine recognizes or treats, yet It's 
a relatively new illness, an environmental illness. 

There is a small group of alternative medical practitioners that are trying to figure out the hows 
and whys of CIRS. One theory is that 25% of the population has the genotype that makes our 
bodies' predisposition to be unable to detox biotoxins, mold, VOCs, pollution, etc., from our 
bodies. Being exposed to these toxins isn't healthy for anyone but for people like me, it can be 
catastrophic. I was a relatively healthy person until 201 O; my tipping point was the new home we 
purchased that year. It had hidden water leaks and hidden toxic mold. Within months, I became 
ill. We remediated our home in 2016 but I was still unable to live there. I've become 
hypersensitive to everything in my environment, mold, chemicals, pollution, etc. We sold the 
house, and got rid of almost everything we own. We've lost thousands of dollars trying to find 
housing that I don't react to. Thankfully we have family with a relatively mold free house that I 
can tolerate. We've been living there for 2 years. I've spent thousands and thousands of dollars 
trying to regain my health. I've taken medications, supplements, and done many alternative 
therapies. I've had some improvements but my healing has stalled. 

Earlier this year, we went on vacation to Panama City Beach. I went, not knowing how I'd feel or 
react to the environment. I prepared myself to not feel well, assuming there would be mold 
everywhere in Florida. The assumption was right, but much to my surprise, my reactions were 
almost nonexistent. I will never forget the moment I opened the car door and got my first breath of 
clean ocean air. It was absolutely amazing! I couldn't stop taking deep breaths. Within 24 hours, 
symptoms that have all but destroyed my life for the last 8 years had improved. By the end of our 
vacation, I almost felt like my old healthy self. It was wonderful and I never wanted to leave but 
leave we did. My symptoms came back like a flip of a switch, right outside of Hanson, Kentucky. 
Not only did they come back, they came back more intense than ever. 

I didn't understand what had happened, why I felt so good there. I came home and did hours and 
hours of research. I came upon a group of people who believe that in order to heal from CIRS, 
you must not only avoid mold, which is what I'd been focusing on, but you must also live in an 
environment with relatively clean outdoor air. I began to research this area that I've lived in my 
entire life, the results are terrifying. I've seen the smoke from the Rockport power plant and the 
smoke coming from Alcoa but I'd never given it much thought. Those things are just part of 
home. I'd never given much thought to why being healthy is not the norm around here. Cancer, 
thyroid issues, autoimmune disease, allergies, asthma, chronic fatigue, fibromyalgia, depression, 
heart disease, everyone seems to have something. Why do we have so many hospitals and 
doctor offices here? I began to question and search. When I found information on super 
polluters, the pieces of the puzzle fit together. We live in a valley, surround by the country's most 
concentrated cluster of super polluters, if that's not enough, we have industrial factories that add 
to the pollution, topped off with countless farms using harmful pesticides. How could I have lived 
here my entire live without realizing what a toxic petri dish we live in? It's just not something I 
gave any thought to. I took my health for granted. I'd give anything to know then what I know 
now. I've spent the last 8 years of my life struggling to survive and now I am faced with the 
realization that the only chance I have to heal is to leave this area, leave my home of 44 years, 
my family, and my friends, to search for cleaner air. 
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As I mentioned earlier, CIRS isn't a well-known illness. You might be questioning the legitimacy 
of it. I'm not offended, if I weren't living this nightmare, I'm not sure I'd believe it myself, but I 
promise you that this illness is very real. This may be the first time you've heard of CIRS but I 
guarantee, it won't be the last. People with CIRS are the canaries of our world. Our area, our 
state, our country, our Earth cannot handle much more. Pollution is slowly killing our Earth and 
every living creature on it. We need to create solutions to lessen our toxic foot print not increase 
it. Please do not move forward with the coal to diesel plant in Dale. 

p.s. In case you are wondering what symptoms I live with because of CIRS, I am sharing the list: 

Memory issues Focus and concentration issues Word recollection issues 
Decreased learning of new Issues with information organization Math difficulties 
knowledge and executive functioning 
Spaciness Forgetfulness Emotional Numbness 
Depression Anxiety Mood swings 
Suicidal ideation Irritability Anger episodes 
Loss of self-confidence Decreased sociability Body aches 
Muscle cramps Chest Pain Abdominal pain 
Joint pain Morning stiffness Tingling 
Burning Chemical sensitivities Sensitivities to 

medications 
Reactions to gluten, dairy Light sensitivity Exercise intolerance 
and other foods 
Poor tolerance of stress Blurred vision Burning eyes 
Diarrhea Constipation Appetite swings 
Heart palpitations Rapid heartbeat (constant or erratic) Dizziness 
Temperature regulation Abnormal body temperature (above Vertigo 
issues normal or below normal) 
Decreased coordination Muscle weakness Hair loss 
Slow recovery from Rashes weight gain 
exercise 
Edema or swelling Decreased libido Yeast infections 
Hypothyroidism Push-crash syndrome Post-exertional relapse 
Fatigue Weakness Generally feeling terrible 
Never feeling rested 

IDEM Response to Ms. Tina Knott Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Jim Bullis Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Jim Bullis of Saint Meinrad, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Jim Bullis Comment 1: 

Please add my name to this list of residents whom would vote NOT on the Coal to Diesel plant in 
Dale, Indiana. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Mary V. Hess Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Mary V Hess of Dale, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Mary V. Hess Comment 1: 

I support Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life and Earth Justice's comments. 

Please accept my following comments. 

First, I am concerned that there is no Certificate of Truthfulness to be found within the draft 
permit. If one is in the draft permit or has not been submitted to IDEM, will you obtain one and 
forward it to me? 

I am writing about my concerns that the refinery Riverview Energy is proposing to build inside the 
town limits of Dale, IN will add to the continued demise of our health in this part of the state. The 
coal-to-liquids technology proposed by Riverview Energy and KBR is a highly pollutive 
technology. In a 2018 article in Business Day, Stephen Cornell, the president of the Sasol plant in 
South Africa stated "This is our last coal-to-diesel operation for the world". He then quotes "the 
carbon footprint is very large". Wade Napier, a diversified resource analyst at Avior Capital, says 
that a new CTL plant may struggle to get regulatory approval as they are "highly pollutive". This 
concerns me because there is no other industry like this in the United States. How can you 
possibly approve a permit that has no definitive modeling numbers and no model to look at? Is 
there no law in Indiana that protects the citizens from being used as experimental subjects? 

When rewriting the permit for Riverview Energy and KBR, did you bother to get information from 
the refineries in Russia and China or are they not in operation? You will note I am referring to 
Riverview as a refinery because, in one of your emails to KBR, you told them that under federal 
regulation this plant is considered a petroleum refinery. I believe you further stated in the email 
that you would refer to it as a "hybrid". Really? 

I would like to refer to the recent reports issued by the UN and our own United States 
Government. These reports warned us that we needed to cut back on carbon emissions by 2030. 
Instead of reducing our carbon footprint, with your draft permit, you are going to allow Riverview 
Energy and KBR to release over 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide per year into our air. This will 
not only be catastrophic to our area, it will be contributing to a world problem. I know that you will 
probably state that the EPA has been told to ease the carbon emissions on coal-fired plants 
(which this refinery is not). But that will not make the true science go away. The CO2 released by 
this refinery combined with the output from the AEP Power Plant in Rockport, IN (21.9 miles from 
Dale), will be 900 tons of CO2 per Spencer County resident, or more than 50 times the average 
consumption per U S resident. Does this sound like no significant impact? 

In the beginning of your permit you state the Source Location Status as Attainment. Then at the 
end of your permit in the TSO section, you state that all the pollutants except for one are 
Unclassifiable, meaning there is insufficient air quality data. How can you designate a county as 
Attainment when there is clearly insufficient data and why would you go to South Bend (282 miles 
away) to get some of your modeling numbers. Is this not inaccurate? If this refinery is built, will 
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there be more than one monitor (on top of David Turnham Elementary School in Dale) in Spencer 
County? I realize you base your monitor placement on population, but seriously, AEP (a super 
polluter) approximately 22 miles away and Spencer County cannot have more monitors? 

I have also noticed in at least 13 places in the draft you state: "These parameters shall be 
maintained within the manufacturer's recommended operating guidelines or within a range that is 
otherwise indicative of proper operation of the emissions unit" This is a very specific document. 
Why aren't specific numbers incorporated into the permit rather than a reference to a document 
that may not include clear requirements? If you don't know the final refinery design (this is where 
a model would help), how do you know what the manufacturer's operating guidelines will be? 
Can you please address this? 

Since an OEM has been written for dealing with asbestos containing materials, I assume they will 
be used. Weathering and daily use will deteriorate the materials allowing for fiber release 
downwind. If this is the case, are there any listed procedures for monitoring the placement of 
asbestos containing materials? 

We are a rural farming community with our major crops being corn and soy beans. I attach this 
report on the effects of ozone on our crops. [ HYPER LINK "https://www.ars.usda.gov/southeast
area/raleigh-nc/plant-science-research/docs/climate-changeair-quality-laboratory/ozone-effects
on-plants/" \t "_blank" ]. This refinery will increase the ozone in our area and this will affect the 
crop yield for our local farmers. Should the livelihood of local farmers be put in jeopardy by a 
project that is clearly not necessary for anyone but a few who will profit from it? 

If this isn't enough to be concerned about, please take into consideration our Lincoln Parks, the 
Hoosier National Forest, Ferdinand Monastery, and one of the largest amusement parks in the 
country. Holiday World brings in tens of thousands of tourist to our area annually. This 
monstrosity will be at the gateway of Northern Spencer County. What a way to welcome people to 
our county!! And I can see Holiday World losing customers just for the smell of sulfur that will 
hang in the air on damp days. We have a beautiful rural landscape here and this is one of the 
reasons people live here. Why are you even considering ruining the beautiful rolling hills of 
Southern Indiana? 

I ask you to reject this air quality permit for Riverview Energy. Thank you for your consideration. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Mary V. Hess Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days 

With regard to the commenter's question about a certificate of truthfulness, the Air Permit 
Application Cover Sheet form submitted by Riverview Energy Corporation was certified (signed) 
by the responsible official (Gregory Merle, President of Riverview Energy Corporation) that the 
information contained within the air permit application packet was truthful, accurate, and 
complete. The air permit application was received on January 25, 2018, and can be found under 
document ID 80599966 on IDEM's Virtual File Cabinet (VFC) at the following website: [ 
HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/legal/2363.htm" ]. 

With regard to the commenter's question about information from China and Russia, see IDEM 
Response to Valley Watch Comment 12. 

So much of the commenter's paragraph as relates to characterizing the source as a petroleum 
refinery and the description as a "hybrid project" are discussed in IDEM Response to Earthjustice 
Comment 10 and IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 3, respectively. See IDEM 
Response to Earthjustice Comment 10 and IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 3. 

With regard to the commenter's question about unclassifiable areas, 326 IAC 1-2-86 defines 
"unclassifiable (unclassified) areas" as "[a] geographical area which cannot be classified as 
attainment or nonattainment on the basis of available information, but for the purpose of 
establishing emission limitations in the applicable rule, an area comparable to an attainment 
area." (emphasis added) 

With regard to the commenter's question about "recommended operating guidelines", IDEM notes 
that the phrase appears in the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 
six times, in conditions requiring the use of good combustion practices. The commenter may 
have included times where the phrase appeared in the TSO also. In IDEM Response to EPA 
Permit Comment 5, IDEM describes reviewing the BACT requirements applicable to good 
combustion practices and resulting changes to the permit As a result of those changes, the 
phrase "These parameters shall be maintained within the manufacturer's recommended operating 
guidelines or within a range that is otherwise indicative of proper operation of the emissions unit" 
no longer appears in the permit 

IDEM, OAQ considers so much of this comment as relates to asbestos-containing materials to be 
the same as a part of Mr. Paul Hess Comment 1. See IDEM Response to Mr. Paul Hess 
Comment 1. 

With regard to the commenter's question about ozone effects on crops, IDEM, OAQ notes that 
the chart "Effect of 03 on Yield of Crops" in the web page the commenter references shows the 
effect on yield becoming apparent only at levels greater than approximately 20 ppb. As explained 
in the Air Quality Analysis (Appendix C to this ATSD) the secondary analysis for ozone indicates 
that the emissions are not expected to have an impact above the Significant Impact Level (SIL) of 
1 ppb for the 8-hour Ozone NAAQS. No effect on crop yield can reasonably be expected from 
secondary ozone related to the source. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement 

Ms. Joan Fisher Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Joan Fischer of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Joan Fischer Comment 1: 

I am deeply concerned about the probability of this plant going forward. Having read the following 
article in the Evansville Courier, the amount of pollution the plant would expel into our 
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environment scares me to death. Indeed, if the permit is approved, this pollution could eventually 
cause my death. 

[ HYPER LINK "https://www.courierpress.com/story/news/local/2018/06/15/riverview-dale
spencer-county-coal-diesel-pollution/699435002/" ] 

As you can see via the following link, this area already has a history of poor air quality. We 
certainly don't need to expound the problem. [ HYPERLINK "http://www.usa.com/spencer
county-in-air-quality.htm" ] 

In fact, our entire state is in hazardous territory regarding the air we breathe. [ HYPER LINK 
"http://www.usa.com/indiana-state-air-quality.htm"] 

When you follow this link, you find out just how polluted our area already is: [ HYPER LINK 
"http ://www.countyhealth ra nkings.o rg/app/ind iana/2016/measure/factors/ 125/ma p" ] 

In addition, the pollution this Coal-Diesel plant would emit would contribute heavily to global 
warming, which will effect not only us, but every generation after us, until life is no longer 
sustainable in the mid-west. I know there are those who deny that mankind is responsible for 
climate change, including POTUS -- but that doesn't change the facts and data shared by 
scientists in their most recent report. 

Are jobs for a few -- and more dollars from a non-renewable source of energy really worth 
sacrificing the health of our children & grandchildren? Is it worth contributing to the destruction of 
our planet as we know it? I don't think so. Please deny this permit. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Joan Fischer Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. and Mrs. Clarence Waninger Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. and Mrs. Clarence Waninger of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to 
IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. and Mrs. Clarence Waninger Comment 1: 

We are totally against the proposed coal to diesel plant being considered for Dale Indiana in 
Spencer County. We feel that we have too much pollution in the atmosphere already. We also 
don't want to be having that "rotten egg" smell when we go out our door. That has to be pretty 
awful. We live East of Dale, so we would be directly in the path when the wind comes from the 
west. Please reconsider the building of this plant at Dale. Thanks for listening. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Dale Emowrey Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Daryl Emowrey, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Daryl Emowrey Comment 1: 

I am writing in regards to the proposed Coal-to-Diesel Plant in Lincoln City. My name is Daryl 
Emowrey and I am a thirty-year old pastor who serves in northeast Indiana. I am writing out of 
general concern for this project. Consistently, we are investing in methods of energy production 
(using coal and diesel) that are harmful to the air we breathe and to the planet overall. I think the 
proposal produces an unwarranted increase in air pollution that causes both negative health 
effects to those in the vicinity, and contributes more to the ever-growing problem of climate 
change. I think there are alternatives we could invest in that would be healthier for our citizens 
and for our planet long-term, such as wind and solar energy. 

As a person of faith, I believe God has called us to steward the earth and our resources in ways 
that promote the well-being of our neighbor: human, creature, and creation alike. The proposed 
measure, while satisfying our desire to consume energy, I believe is ultimately harmful to 
humans, creatures, and this earth that we all share. There are other avenues to meet our energy 
demands that I think should be explored and invested in, for the sake of living out of the love God 
has called us to show and to share in this world. 

For all of these reasons, I urge you to reject the Coal-to-Diesel plant permit as it currently stands. 
Thank you for your service to our community. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Daryl Emowrey Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Francis Strege Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Francis Strege, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Francis Strege Comment: 

Please do not build another coal fired power plant in Dale IN. Coal is from the past. It pollutes. 
Coal ash ponds contain carcinogenic neuro toxin chemicals that pollute the water and the environment. 

This leads to poor health outcomes for Hoosiers. 

Indiana needs to wean off of coal and mover towards a cleaner greener healthier future. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Francis Strege Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. William D. Schneider Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. William D. Schneider, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. William D. Schneider Comment: 

I am writing today to strongly oppose the Riverview Energy coal-to-diesel plant proposed for Dale 
IN. 

I believe that the citizens of Dale IN, Spencer County and the whole Southwestern Indiana region 
are being sold a bill of goods by Riverview Energy, Lincolnland Economic Development 
Corporation, Indiana Economic Development Corporation (which is heavily financed by the coal 
industry) and the Indiana Dept of Environmental Management. 

In late October, IDEM released a draft air permit which stated there would be "no significant 
impact" on the air quality or overall health in the region. IDEM's determination was based on 
faulty data IDEM did not use the data from monitors anywhere close to the proposed plant's 
location. There are no monitors near Dale to correctly measure the current air quality in the 
region. And some of the monitors located several counties away do not function for extended 
periods of time. 

IDEM purposely selected monitors elsewhere in the state to skew the results of the draft permit in 
favor of Riverview Energy, a coal marketer that is heavily backed by the deep pockets of the coal 
industry. Some of the monitors that IDEM used in their determination were located in South 
Bend, Indiana, 275 miles away on the northern border of the state. Those monitors cannot 
possibly accurately reflect the air quality in Dale, Indiana, on the southern border of the state. 
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I contend that IDEM must do due diligence by installing the appropriate monitors in the immediate 
area in Dale, ensure the accuracy of the data produced by those monitors, evaluate the data 
generated by those monitors for a period of no less than 3 years before even considering 
reviewing the Riverview Energy air permit. 

My family, honest hard-working Hoosiers, deserves the protection of IDEM which claims "We 
Protect Hoosiers And Our Environment". The purpose of IDEM is not to enable greedy, out-of
state coal barons to harm our environment, to jeopardize the health of our families, neighbors and 
friends. 

Please reject air permit application T147-39554-00065. Do not even consider the air permit 
application again until after you have installed, maintained, and ensured the accuracy of data 
from monitors in Dale, and correctly measured that data for a minimum of 3 years. The people of 
southern Indiana deserve no less from IDEM. 

IDEM Response to Mr. William D. Schneider Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Lisa E. Schneider Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Lisa E. Schneider, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Lisa E. Schneider Comment: 

I am writing today to strongly oppose the Riverview Energy coal-to-diesel plant proposed for Dale 
IN. 

I believe that the citizens of Dale IN, Spencer County and the whole Southwestern Indiana region 
are being sold a bill of goods by Riverview Energy, Lincoln land Economic Development 
Corporation, Indiana Economic Development Corporation (which is heavily financed by the coal 
industry) and the Indiana Dept of Environmental Management. 

In late October, IDEM released a draft air permit which stated there would be "no significant 
impact" on the air quality or overall health in the region. IDEM's determination was based on 
faulty data. IDEM did not use the data from monitors anywhere close to the proposed plant's 
location. There are no monitors near Dale to correctly measure the current air quality in the 
region. And some of the monitors located several counties away do not function for extended 
periods of time. 
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IDEM purposely selected monitors elsewhere in the state to skew the results of the draft permit in 
favor of 'Riverview Energy, a coal marketer that is heavily backed by the deep pockets of the coal 
industry. Some of the monitors that IDEM used in their determination were located in South 
Bend, Indiana, 275 miles away on the northern border of the state. Those monitors cannot 
possibly accurately reflect the air quality in Dale, Indiana, on the southern border of the state. 

I contend that IDEM must do due diligence by installing the appropriate monitors in the immediate 
area in Dale, ensure the accuracy of the data produced by those monitors, evaluate the data 
generated by those monitors for a period of no less than 3 years before even considering 
reviewing the Riverview Energy air permit. 

My family, honest hard-working Hoosiers, deserves the protection of IDEM which claims "We 
Protect Hoosiers And Our Environment". The purpose of IDEM is not to enable greedy, out-of
state coal barons to harm our environment, to jeopardize the health of our families, neighbors and 
friends. 

Please reject air permit application T147-.39554-00065. Do not even consider the air permit 
application again until after you have installed, maintained, and ensured the accuracy of data 
from monitors in Dale, and correctly measured that data for minimum of 3 years. The people of 
southern Indiana deserve no less from IDEM: 

Riverview Energy will not only mar the most beautiful landscape of southern Indiana, it will 
compromise the health of us who live here. If you wouldn't want it in your backyard, don't vote to 
permit it. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Lisa E. Schneider Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Angela Devore Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Angela Devore, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Angela Devore Comment: 

I am opposed to the Riverview Energy coal-to-diesel plant proposed for Dale IN. I have read the 
many articles the have been published regarding the pollution that will be released by this plant. I 
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have also read that IDEM released a preliminary report that this plant will not have a significant 
impact on the air quality and overall health in this region. 

It appears that in making this absurd determination, IDEM did not even research the air quality in 
the Southwestern Indiana region. Some of the monitors used by IDEM were in the far-northern 
regions of Indiana, about as far away from Southwestern Indiana as you can get. And there are 
no monitors in Spencer County to measure the existing air quality. 

My husband suffers from COPD. This plant will most definitely have a significant impact on his 
health, and on the health of all of our family, neighbors and friends. 

Please deny the air permit application by Riverview Energy. Spencer County and the rest of the 
Southwestern Indiana region already has enough super-polluters fouling our air. We do not need 
to add any more. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Angela Devore Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Stacy Rasche Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Stacy Rasche, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Stacy Rasche Comment: 

As a mother of two children and one on the way, I oppose the Riverview Energy coal to diesel 
plant proposed for Dale IN. 

My family lives within 5 miles of the proposed plant's location. I am very concerned about the air, 
water and soil pollution that will be produced by this plant, and which will affect all of the region 
downwind of the plant, including my home, the home of my parents, grandparents and extended 
family. 

It is my understanding that the draft air permit released by IDEM which stated there would be "no 
significant impact" on the air quality or overall health in the region was based on flawed data; 
There are no monitors in Spencer County except for a PM2.5 monitor located at David Turnham 
Elementary School in Dale. IDEM did not use the data from monitors anywhere close to the 
proposed plant's location. The monitors used by IDEM were specifically selected to show the 
results that were the most favorable to Riverview Energy, even using the data from a monitor 
located in South Bend IN. South Bend IN is nearly 275 miles from Dale IN. If you'll check an 
Indiana map, South Bend is on the very northern border of Indiana, while Dale is within 25 miles 
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of the very southern border of Indiana. The entire state of Indiana lies between the two locations. 
The monitors in South Bend can in no way reflect the air quality in Dale. 

IDEM claims on your website's homepage "We Protect Hoosiers And Our Environment". IDEM 
must do what is right to protect the environment of the Hoosiers who live in the southern regions 
of Indiana, and not skew the data to suit the purposes of a greedy, out-of-state coal marketer who 
will harm our environment for generations to come. 

We don't want this plant in Southern Indiana. It will most definitely have a significant impact on 
the air quality and overall health of the Hoosiers whom you are meant to protect. Please deny air 
permit application T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Stacy Rasche Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Jill VanHoosier Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Jill Van Hoosier, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Jill VanHoosier Comment: 

Please deny the air permit application for Riverview Energy. Riverview Energy is a coal marketer 
incorporated in the state of Delaware that will sell off the coal-to-diesel plant as soon as all the 
coal-purchasing deals have been put in place. The nearly-100-year-old technology that will be 
used by this refinery is not economically feasible, not sustainable and just plain doesn't make any 
sense to any logical person. 

Because it makes no economic sense and cannot be profitable, the plant will be sold again and 
again until finally it will go bankrupt, leaving the folks in Dale, Spencer County and the state of 
Indiana to try to deal with the toxic waste dump that will remain. Where will IDEM be in all of this? 
Will they accept any of the blame for the harm done to our region? Will they carry any of the 
economic burden of the cleanup? Or will they simply throw up their hands and say well, Riverview 
DID just barely meet the minimum requirements of the law at the time (even though IDEM used 
inaccurate data to arrive at the minimum requirements)? 

Kellogg Brown & Root (KBR), the owners of the technology for the coal-to-diesel process 
proposed for this plant, already has such a terrible history of despicable disregard for the health 
and safety of their own employees, and the military personnel who were forced to protect them. 
Check out the article at [ HYPER LINK "https://www.houstonpress.com/news/blood-money-
6592441" ] for the details of the horrible injuries inflicted on those people by KBR's willful actions. 
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How can honest, hardworking Hoosiers possibly put any faith and trust in a company like that? 
KBR and Riverview Energy will do nothing to ensure no harm will come to folks in this area. They 
will bear no monetary burden when they inflict pain and suffering on our families. 

The entities involved in bringing Riverview Energy to this area tout jobs, jobs, jobs. The jobs they 
are expecting are short-term construction jobs. Little do they realize that the long-lasting jobs that 
will be brought by this plant will actually be jobs in the healthcare industry and beyond - doctors, 
nurses, respiratory therapists, hospitals, funeral directors, casket bui Ide rs. 

Spencer County, Indiana is already ranked 23rd out of 3,142 counties in the country for worst air 
pollution. Indiana is already ranked 6th of all 50 states for worst air pollution. That tells me that 
IDEM, whose job is to protect the air quality in the state of Indiana, is not doing its job. It is placing 
more emphasis on allowing polluting industries to set up shop in this state, than on protecting the 
environment in Indiana. 

I strongly oppose the Riverview Energy coal to diesel plant proposed for Dale, IN. Please reject 
Riverview Energy's air permit application. Do what IS right for the Hoosiers of Southwest Indiana. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Jill VanHoosier Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Nancy Graman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Nancy Graman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Nancy Graman Comment: 

I know that IDEM is currently considering the air permit application for Riverview Energy, a 
Delaware-based coal marketer, that wants to construct a coal-to-diesel refinery on the northern 
edge of Dale IN in Spencer County. I read that IDEM has released a preliminary report stating 
that there would be "no significant impact on the air quality or overall health" of the residents in 
this region. 

How can IDEM make a general public statement like that when IDEM has not adequately 
measured the air quality in our region? I understand that some of the data on which IDEM based 
their preliminary findings came from monitors in South Bend IN! South Bend IN is on the very 
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NORTHERN edge of Indiana. Dale IN is within 30 miles of the SOUTHERN edge of Indiana. The 
ENTIRE state of IND/ANA lies between the two cities. According to Mapquest, the distance from 
Dale IN to South Bend IN is 274 miles. It would take 5-and-a-half hours to travel by car from Dale 
IN to South Bend IN. 

We do not share the same air quality with northern Indiana. Southern Indiana is already heavily 
burdened with super-polluters including AK Steel and the AEP power plant in Rockport IN, as well 
as coal-fired power plants in nearby SOUTHERN IND/ANA counties. 

IDEM has listed, on their very own website ([ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem)"] the very 
harmful effects of pollutants, specifically Ozone and PM2.5 (particulate matter that is 2.5 
micrometers wide or smaller - or one-thirtieth the diameter of a human hair). Ozone is formed 
from a reaction between volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). The 
proposed Riverview Energy Coal-to-Diesel plant will emit 175 TONS of VOCs and 184 TONS of 
nitrogen oxides. And over half of the Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) emissions from this plant 
are expected to come from "Fugitive Emissions" (uncontrolled leaks). Those-leaks during 
operation of the plant are apparently expected to happen. Those "leaks" will only escalate with 
every passing year as equipment ages and fails. And "leaks" will occur during the start-up phase 
as well, when things aren't working just quite how they are supposed to. 

From your website: "Because PM2.5 is extremely small the particles can deposit deep in lungs 
and are difficult to exhale. Being exposed to PM2.S may cause coughing and difficulty in 
breathing. Exposure over several days may increase the chance of these symptoms. Health risks 
are greater-for individuals with heart or lung diseases such as coronary artery disease, 
congestive heart failure, asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) and diabetes." 
The air permit application states the plant will emit 139 tons of particulate matter. 

Your website goes on to describe Sensitive Groups as people with lung disease, older adults and 
children who are more vulnerable to ozone, and people with heart and lung disease, and older 
adults and children who are more vulnerable to PM2.5. This plant will be located within ONE 
MILE of an elementary school and a nursing home! 

There will MOST DEF/NI TEL Y be a significant impact on the health of the residents here. 

Spencer County currently has no monitor to measure ozone. There are monitors in surrounding 
counties that show ozone problems already exist IDEM and the EPA have already issued Ozone 
Alert Days for Southern Indiana several times this past summer. You already know there is a 
definite problem with ozone here. Adding another super-polluter will definitely exacerbate the 
problem. 

Please deny air permit application T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Nancy Graman Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matter 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Gary Graman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Gary Graman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Gary Graman Comment: 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the Riverview Energy coal-to-diesel plant proposed 
for Dale IN. 

The technology for the process that Riverview Energy proposes to use to convert coal into liquid 
diesel fuel is nearly 100 years old. There is no other plant utilizing this technology anywhere in 
the western hemisphere, and for good reason. In a Dec 7, 2009 article in "Taxpayers For 
Common Sense" ([ HYPER LINK "https://www.taxpayer.net/energy-natural-resources/coal-to
liquids-a-costly-gamble/" ]), the process was described as a "risky investment" and that "without 
constant, long-term taxpayer support, liquid coal projects are likely to be untenable" 
(unsustainable). I urge you to read the article which also quoted a GAO report that "cited 
regulatory and liability uncertainties surrounding CO2 leakage, which could lead to forest 
destruction, poisoned water supplies and other costly cleanups". This technology is not new, it is 
not "clean" and is definitely not economically liable. !twas not viable in 2009, and it still is not 
viable in 2018. 

Kellogg Brown & Root (KBR) is the company that's actually providing the coal-to-diesel 
technology to Riverview Energy. Riverview is simply a coal marketer who will quickly abandon 
their interest in the plant once the coal supply chain is established. Because the process is 
unsustainable and not economically viable, the ownership of this plant will change hands several 
times before it will finally go bankrupt, leaving this hulking, deadly monstrosity in the hands of the 
town of Dale, Spencer County and the State of Indiana to clean up (if even possible). It is a very 
costly "experiment" that is doomed to fail. 

KBR has already demonstrated their despicable disregard for human life. Because of KBR's 
deceit and corruption, civilians and US military personnel were exposed to vile chemicals and 
have died and/or are suffering devastating illnesses. See the article at [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.houstonpress.com/news/blood-money-6592441"] for the horrifying details. 

Neither Riverview Energy nor Kellogg Brown & Root will be good, responsible corporate citizens 
in Southern Indiana. They will willfully pollute our area and will abandon this ill-advised plant, 
leaving the mess behind for the citizens of Indiana. 

Please deny air permit application T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Gary Graman Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
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Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Autumn Devore Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Autumn Devore, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Autumn Devore Comment: 

I have been following the posts and newspaper articles regarding the proposed Riverview Energy 
coal-to-diesel plant. This plant will pump many, many tons of deadly chemicals into our 
atmosphere which will be inhaled by our residents, will settle into our soil and waterways, will be 
ingested by our wildlife and livestock, and will cause irreparable damage. 

It's bad enough that these deadly toxins will affect the lives of the residents of Spencer County 
and the whole Southwestern Indiana region. There are also many hundreds of thousands of 
visitors who come to Spencer County every year to our campgrounds, state parks, Lincoln 
Boyhood National Memorial, Holiday World, and other sites. All of those people will be affected 
during their stays here. And the stench of the sulfur released by this plant, which will smell like 
rotten eggs, will drive those visitors away. Our tourism in Spencer County will suffer. 

Please deny the Riverview Energy air permit application. We do not want this super-polluter in 
our area. We have more than enough super-polluters in Spencer County already. 

Spencer County deserves better. Southwestern Indiana deserves better. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Autumn Devore Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Larry Buechler Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Larry Buechler, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Larry Buechler Comment: 

Riverview Energy, a Delaware-based coal marketer, has proposed constructing a refinery in Dale 
IN that will pulverize coal and with a series of chemical treatments, produce liquid diesel fuel. By 
the very nature of this refinery, millions of tons of deadly pollutants and gases will be released 
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into the environment in the Southern Indiana region and will have a significant detrimental effect 
on the air quality and overall health of the residents in the region. 

A partner in this proposed plant, Kellogg Brown & Root (KBR), has the title to the process that 
Riverview Energy will utilize. This technology is nearly 100 years old and has never been used 
successfully anywhere in the western hemisphere. It was attempted in Hitler's Germany and in 
South Africa's Apartheid. In both of those instances, the endeavors failed because they were not 
economically feasible. KBR has already demonstrated that they cannot he trusted to protect 
people's health and welfare. See the article at [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.houstonpress.com/news/blood-money-6592441"] for details on how KBR exposed 
their own employees, and the service personnel who were deployed to protect them, to deadly 
chemicals resulting in deaths and devastating illnesses. 

My family and I live within 5 miles of this awful plant. We will be affected by the deadly pollutants 
that will be released by the plant, along with the horrible smell of rotten eggs from the sulfur that 
will he released. We cannot trust Riverview Energy, and we most definitely cannot trust KBR, to 
show any concern whatsoever for the health and safety of the residents in this area. 

Please deny air permit application T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Larry Buechler Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Jovian Devore Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Jovian Devore, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Jovian Devore Comment: 

Please deny the air permit application by Riverview Energy. The proposed coal-to-diesel plant will 
pump many, many tons of deadly toxins into our air which will then settle into our soil and water 
sources. 

These deadly chemicals will affect the health of the residents in our region for many generations 
to come. Wildlife and livestock in our area will be harmed. Consumption of the affected fish, deer, 
birds, cattle, hogs, and other game and livestock will further poison the residents in our region. 

When this plant fails, and it will fail because it's not economically sustainable, we will be left with a 
toxic waste dump which will poison our environment for many, many decades. The residents and 
local governments, and maybe even the state of Indiana, will be burdened with the cleanup. 

Please deny the air permit application by Riverview Energy. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Kim Buechler Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Kim Buechler, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Kim Buechler Comment: 

As a resident of Spencer County, I am asking you to please deny Riverview Energy's air permit 
application T147-39554-00065. 

I am most concerned with the millions of tons of deadly chemicals that will be released by the 
plant, as listed in the air permit application. And those are the chemicals that will be released 
when the plant is operating normally. We all know that there will be malfunctions resulting in even 
more significant releases of deadly chemicals, blanketing our region. In fact, in the air permit 
application itself, it is stated that a failure of the bag filters that will be utilized to control the 
release of fine coal dust would be indicated "by a significant drop in the baghouse's pressure 
reading with abnormal visible emissions", in other words, a plume of black coal dust shooting into 
the air will be an expected indicator of the bag filter's failure. And the air permit also states that 
this pollution can continue until "the completion of the processing of the material in the emission 
unit". 

We all know that malfunctions happen in many industrial plants, as evidenced by the many, many 
recalls of various products every day. A malfunction in this plant will have disastrous 
consequences: Emergency personnel in this area will be ill-equipped to handle an emergency 
situation at this plant resulting from fire, explosion, earthquake, tornado, operator error, 
equipment failure. 

This plant will cover a 512-acre tract located at the edge of Dale IN. The plant site is more than 4 
times the size of the rest of the town of Dale. It will be within one mile of an elementary school 
and nursing homes. Because of that fact alone, this refinery must be held to even more stringent 
standards than any plant that would be located in a remote, unpopulated area. 

The stench of rotten eggs from this plant's release of sulfur will permeate the entire region. It will 
be a detriment to the tourism industry in Spencer, Dubois and surrounding counties. And it will be 
a huge detriment to the quality of life for the residents in the region. 

This plant will most definitely have a significant impact on the air quality and overall health of 
residents in this region. 

Please do your part to protect the lives and health of the Hoosiers who live in Southwestern 
Indiana. Please deny Riverview Energy's air permit application T147-39554-00065. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Calvin Devore Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr. Calvin Devore, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Calvin Devore Comment: 

I am opposed to the Riverview Energy coal-to-diesel plant proposed for Dale IN. My family and I 
are residents of Spencer County and we are already surrounded by large industries and power 
plants that pollute our air, soil and water. 

I suffer from COPD which is aggravated by the poor air quality in this area. If Riverview Energy's 
plant is allowed to be constructed and begin operation, my health will be significantly impacted. 
The health of my family, friends and neighbors will be significantly impacted. 

IDEM and the EPA have issued many Ozone Alert Days for this area. During those OADs, the 
conditions of people with COPD, asthma and other respiratory illnesses are significantly 
worsened. Riverview Energy's emissions will contribute to additional Ozone Alert Days. 

Do not allow this plant to pump additional tons of deadly toxins into our air, soil and water. Do not 
grant the Riverview Energy permit application. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Calvin Devore Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 13 - Ozone Alert Days 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement 

Ms. Andrea Hamman Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Ms. Andrea Hamman, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Andrea Hamman Comment: 

Indiana is ready for renewables. 
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Listen to the voices of the people directly affected by the pollution caused by coal an diesel. 

Coal is not new technology. 

Renewables are the only way to save us. Less pollution, more jobs, permanent jobs. 

Do what you are supposed to do and manage the environment. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Andrea Hamman Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr Larry Hess Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 7, 2018, Mr Larry Hess, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source 
Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr Larry Hess Comment: 

I am opposed to the proposed Riverview Energy's coal-to-diesel plant proposed for Dale, IN in 
Spencer County. The main reason I oppose the plant is that it will be highly pollutive to the air we 
breathe. Combining its polluted air with the polluted air which the citizens of northern Spencer 
County receive from the Indiana Michigan Power plant, the AK Steel plant, the Alcoa plant in 
Warrick County, and several plants located in Vanderburgh County, I feel that this plant will be 
more detrimental to our area than good. Being an area that thrives on tourism, the reputation for 
the environment is important. 

In the July 16, 2018 issue of "Business Day," Stephen Cornell, the president and CEO of South 
African Synthetic Oil Liquids, known as Sasol, was interviewed. Sasol is an integrated energy 
and chemical company based in Sandton, South Africa. Part of Sasol' s energy division uses a 
coal-to-liquification process. The original coal to liquid plant was established in 1955, the main 
reason being the oil embargo against apartheid South Africa. The technology makes use of the 
Fischer-Tropsch reaction, which was developed by German scientists under Nazi rule to produce 
petroleum products from coal during World War II. The same technology is planned to be used in 
the plant at Dale, IN. 

In the article; Mr. Cornell stated that Sasol would not replace the plant in the future. He was 
quoted to say that "This was Sasol's last coal-to-liquids operation in the world." He went on to 
say that "The basic business case is challenged in terms of making a return on the investment." 
And that "the carbon footprint is extremely large." 

Wade Napier, a diversified resources analyst at Avior Capital says that any new coal-to-liquid 
plant may struggle to get regulatory approval as they are highly pollutive. 
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It is ludicrous for IDEM to say that this coal to diesel plant would not have a significant impact on 
our air quality and overall health when we hear from Stephen Cornell, president and CEO of 
Sasol, who has had personal experience with a coal-to-liquification plant and says this type of 
plant causes an extremely large carbon footprint and his company would never operate another 
coal-to-liquification plant in the world. This should tell us how awful this plant would be. I beg you 
to not approve the proposal for Riverview Energy Corporation 

IDEM Response to Mr Larry Hess Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Ralph Lueken Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 8, 2018, Mr. Ralph Lueken of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Ralph Lueken Comment 1: 

Please do not approve the permit for the coal to diesel plant proposed for Spencer County. There 
are so many things wrong with this proposal they are not possible to list. In addition to the 
increased air and water pollution that will affect millions of people; the economics of the plant do 
not make sense. If built; I expect the plant would be abandoned in less than 10 years and the 
state and county will be left with a massive contaminated site to clean up. Please do not approve 
this permit. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Ralph Lueken Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Janet Kennedy Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 8, 2018, Ms. Janet Kennedy of Paoli, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Janet Kennedy Comment 1: 

I attended the hearing on Wednesday night about the Coal to Diesel Plant in Dale. I am strongly 
against it as someone who lives downwind of it in Orange County. The longer I listened to those 
who spoke, the more clear it became to me that you must deny this permit 

As you know, the IPCC announced this week that we have only 12 years to turn around our 
destruction (climate catastrophe) by reducing greenhouse gases. How would this plant help us 
achieve that goal? Can IDEM come up with permits for businesses that would help us avoid 
climate catastrophe? 

I was very concerned about the effects on fetal and children's development and health brought up 
at the meeting. Why does IDEM not have any input from the state department of public health or 
any medical providers or environmental health experts when making these decisions? 
Environmental management should involve effects on human health as well as wild-life; wouldn't 
you agree? The last thing our economy needs is more autistic, special ed and asthmatic children. 

Finally, as I have seen on a bumper sticker: There are no jobs on a dead planet Your job is to 
protect the environment and, presumably, those of us who live in it The concerns of those who 
want financial gain from hurting Spencer County or anywhere else in Indiana should not be 
included in your decision. 

Thank you for your consideration. I hope nothing like this will come up again as it is the antithesis 
of the direction our state and our planet need to be going now 

IDEM Response to Ms. Janet Kennedy Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

IDEM, OAQ relies on the scientific expertise of U.S. EPA which sets the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) to be protective of public health and the environment, establishes 
federal regulations to limit or reduce pollution such as Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD), New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), and the National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), and establishes air quality modeling, impact analysis, and 
risk assessment procedures and guidelines. 

Regarding the 2017 special education enrollment for southwest Indiana schools, please see the 
IDEM Response to Mr. Rock Emmert Comment 1. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Sarah Garrison Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 8, 2018, Ms. Sarah Garrison, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Sarah Garrison Comment: 

I cannot imagine how hard IDEM's job must be! I'm sure a lot of hard work goes into your 
decision making. 

As a resident of Dale, IN and making our home in Spencer County, I ask that you consider all 
aspects of this proposed coal-to-diesel plant 

I cannot believe anyone would want this plant within their city limits and within 1 mile of our 
schools and nursing homes. 

I wonder how this will affect our current water supply. Who will pay for all the pipe laying and 
what would happen if it became faulty? 

Mr. Logan, would you want this in your backyard, within the city limits where you and your family 
reside? 

I could go on and on. A lot is at stake here! Please consider the future generations in this town 
and help them live in a healthy community. 

Please deny permit T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Sarah Garrison Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Adrienne Highhouse Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 8, 2018, Ms. Adrienne Highhouse, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Adrienne Highhouse Comment: 

As a member of the public, I want to express my opposition to the coal-to-diesel plant proposed 
for Dale, Indiana (permit #T147-39554-00065). We live in an area with plenty of other sources of 
air and water pollution. We are already doing more than our share of sacrifice when it comes to 
exposure to air and water pollution. 

I have been a hospice social worker in this area for 15 years. I work every day with people who 
are losing their fight with respiratory illness. These folks live a long time with poor quality of life 
and require extensive and expensive medical care. Air pollution also contributes to other kinds of 
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cancer and disease, of which I witness the end result. Many of these people worked hard all their 
lives only to be ill during the years they should be enjoying; others are younger and haven't even 
had a chance to finish working. 

I believe it's our duty to consider the future of our quality of life, as well as our financial resources. 
We are smart; we can come up with better sources of livelihood for our community. Please feel 
free to contact me regarding this issue. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Adrienne Highhouse Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Gail Brown Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 8, 2018, Ms. Gail Brown, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Gail Brown Comment: 

Regarding the coal to diesel plant in Dale, Indiana, it is my desire to communicate my horror of 
this proposal. Now that we are aware that the air we breathe must be clean in order to be healthy, 
it is shocking to hear that there is a plan to reduce air quality in Dale, Indiana (or in any part of the 
country). 

People who have asthma (as my son), for example, simply can't get well under these 
circumstances. He has had to move to California in order to live a quality life where he is not sick 
all the time. 

It is also important that our precious resource, WATER, will also be affected. What are you 
thinking?? We seem to be willing to pollute our water that we cannot live without' 

It is beyond my ability to figure out how money is a reason for such a proposal!! What we destroy 
cannot be brought back and so many will suffer. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Gail Brown Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
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No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Roger Payne Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 8, 2018, Mr. Roger Payne, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Roger Payne Comment: 

I received the Notice of Period for Public Comment for Review Energy Corporation in Spencer 
County (New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit No. T147-39554-00065), and I 
wish to convey my opposition to the renewal of said permit 

My residence is located at 4130 E CR 2100 N, Dale, IN 47523, which means that the proposed 
facility would be in my backyard. I am concerned not only that construction of the proposed facility 
will lower my property value, but also that it will affect the air quality and my health. 

According to Section H - Summary of Air Quality Analysis, the proposed Direct Coal 
Hydrogenation facility had emissions above the significant emission rates for NOx, VOCs, PM2.5, 
PM10, CO, SO2, and HAPs, which required a refined air quality impact analysis. Although the 
refined air quality impact analysis claims that the final resulting concentrations were under the 
NAAQS and PSD increments for all averaging times and pollutants, a closer look at the analysis 
shows that the data used to come to that conclusion may be skewed, making the conclusion 
flawed. 

Table 4, for instance, shows that the monitor used to calculate NO2 concentrations is located in 
South Bend, IN. South Bend is hundreds of miles away from Dale, on the other side of the State 
of Indiana. According to data available online, South Bend has much better air quality than 
Evansville, IN, which is where the closest NOx is located. Moreover, there are at least six NOx 
monitors in Indiana that are located closer to Dale than the South Bend monitor. Why did the air 
quality analysis use numbers from South Bend? I believe these numbers have skewed the 
results, making the numbers lower than they actually would be. 

Even if the numbers used in the air quality analysis were not skewed, the increase in the 
concentration of pollutants still is concerning. Spencer County is already ranked 23rd out of 3,142 
counties for most toxins released. We do not need more pollution in this area. Thousands of 
studies have shown how air pollution can harm people. With the proposed facility being so close 
to my house, I am concerned for my own health as well as the health of the community. 

According to 326 IAC 2-1.1-5(5), "The commissioner should not issue preconstruction approval to 
any person for construction or modification of any source of emission unit if the commissioner 
determines that the terms and conditions of the preconstruction approval [ ... ] are not protective of 
the public health." The terms of Permit Number T147-39554-00065 are not protective of the 
public health. The air quality impact analysis appears to be flawed, which means that the risks are 
not fully taken into account. Regardless of specific numbers, it is undeniable that the proposed 
facility would increase the concentration of pollutants, further worsening the air quality of an area 
that already has a high level of pollution. I respectfully request that you deny the renewal of 
Permit Number T147-39554-00065. 

The location of the plant, to the south of my property, will isolate my property between Interstate 
64, to the north, and the plant The plant location is literally in my backyard. I raised my family 
here. My children played in the yard. We looked out across the fields and watched the crops 
grow and the seasons change. If this plant is built, we will no longer be able to do these things. 

It is my opinion and belief that this plant will make my home and property basically worthless. I 
have worked hard to own and maintain my home and property. A lot of my life savings are 
invested in my home. If I were looking to purchase a home, I would not consider purchasing a 
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home next to this plant Therefore, I do not believe I will be able to sell my home and property at 
fair market value. Also, the irony of this is that it is my understanding that the purchase price of 
the real estate this plant is to be built on will cause my property taxes to increase. Therefore, if 
this plant is built, I will be left with a home and property that is reduced in value, but taxed at a 
high rate. For these reasons also, I respectfully request that you deny the renewal of Permit 
Number T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Roger Payne Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Thomas Thake Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 9, 2018, Mr. Thomas Thake of Santa Claus, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Thomas Thake Comment 1: 

My question is regarding the dispersal rate for the 1.6 million tons of coal. I would like to know 
the distance and how much of the particulate matter and other toxic waste would fall within 
differing distances from the plant As an example can it be expected that 20 percent would fall to 
the ground within the first mile and another 20 percent could be expected between 1-10 miles. 
To continue that thought, the next 20 percent between 100-1000 miles and 20 percent between 
1000-10,000 miles and the remaining would be either suspended or fall in the remaining 
distance? 

To help, I believe the US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service and the military has models 
or estimates it used when trying to determine the dispersal of particulate matter for such events 
such as prescribed fires and estimating effects caused by military explosions. I am hoping to 
understand what percentage of the particulate matter will fall based on the distance from the 
plant Thanks you for your time and attention. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Thomas Thake Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 14 - Pollutant Travel Distance. Note that IDEM, 
OAQ considers the exaggerated distances cited by the commenter as only examples. 
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No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Alex Slabosky Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 9, 2018, Alex Slabosky of Indianapolis, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Alex Slabosky Comment 1: 

This is to express my opposition to the proposed coal-to-diesel plant sponsored by Riverview 
Energy in Dale, Indiana. There are overwhelming environmental, health, and economic 
arguments against the proposed plant. One that has received comparatively little attention in the 
discussions about the plant and will have immense impact on the future economic growth of the 
state is the need to retain and attract highly skilled employees in Indiana. 

In March Governor Holcomb said, "We have to have this ready, skilled-up workforce here at 
home, right in our backyard in addition to attracting talent from all over the world." He had 
previously described workforce development as the, "issue of the decade." In a column in the 
December 7, 2018 edition of the Indianapolis Business Journal, commenting on Amazon's HQ2 
project decision, Nate Feltman writes, "Indiana has made great progress in terms of our 
competitiveness for business investment. Our focus now must be on retaining and attracting 
talent" 

In a nation where highly educated individuals are in great demand everywhere, adding a coal-to
diesel plant in a state where pollution is already high will do nothing to retain and attract highly 
educated, environmentally concerned talent to Indiana. In all likelihood, the plant and the 
associated pollution will be a deterrent to retaining and attracting the talent that Governor 
Holcomb believes Indiana needs to grow its economy. 

IDEM Response to Alex Slabosky Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Greg Silver Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 9, 2018, Mr. Greg Silver of Indianapolis, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Greg Silver Comment 1: 

After examining the facts about employment in this proposal I now conclude it is far outweighed 
by the gross increase in amounts of CO2 to be generated as presented by objective facts 
submitted into the recent testimony. Look at the S Africa example- YOU do not want self-serving 
facts to be the accepted "truth" by IDEM-paid data by the petitioner or its paid experts. You must 
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be the objective evaluator, without political pressure as you were on Dunes Lakeshore to stop 
nuclear power at NIBSCO power plant. You were right then and you need to be right now. 

The proposal is financially defective too because, while it may produce coal jobs, it does not 
objectively quantify the air pollution costs to public health and quality of life damage in real estate 
values and such for the region from those who have previously invested in their homes and 
businesses in the region. The gross emissions allowed provides the image of a state that cannot 
see the financial detriment to health and property and stays with coal as the primary energy 
source for the long term despite the US, UN and International Reports in the last 30 days 
objectively documenting the urgency to reduce right now the greenhouse gases from coal fired 
power plants here and abroad. 

I hereby request those US lnteragency, UN and EU Reports of the last 30 days to be placed in 
full into the file of this case by IDEM as expert testimony. The costs and risks are too high for our 
descendants. This proposal will be tied up in appeals and in courts for years and under the 
federal Clean Air Act in federal court for sure. 

In conclusion, this is a lose lose for Indiana's future of clean tech jobs and economy and air 
pollution we have combated, to any disinterested regulator. It is not a good for Indiana where 
wind and solar and geothermal and natural gas are available. What rational financier would put 
up money knowing a change of administration can kill the project after 2020 election. The project 
should be tabled until other energy sources and efficiencies of use are proposed even if a plant is 
even needed. Sometimes IDEM has to say NO even to the politically powerful. There are many 
reasons to say NO to this one. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Greg Silver Comment 1: 

IDEM understands that the commenter has serious concerns about the global effects of 
greenhouse gas emissions. However, IDEM has followed all proper procedures to include all 
current Clean Air Act requirements for greenhouse gas emissions in the draft permit. 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

IDEM, OAQ is not legally required to place this report in full into the file for this proposed permit 
as expert testimony. Indiana Code §13-15-5-1 (c)(1), as well as 326 IAC 2-1.1-6, allow interested 
persons including members of the public to submit written comments concerning a permit 
application. In submitting public comments, it is incumbent upon the commenter to supply all of 
the information the person requests be included in the comment. This not only lessens the 
administrative burden placed on the agency, but also ensures that items are not made a part of 
the record by mistake. Further, nothing in the relevant statutes governing notice and comment in 
reviewing permit applications requires the agency to place referenced documents into the record. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Randy Hildenbrand and Mrs. Connie Hildenbrand Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 9, 2018, Mr. Randy Hildenbrand and Mrs. Connie Hildenbrand of Ferdinand, Indiana, 
submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit. 

Mr. Randy Hildenbrand and Mrs. Connie Hildenbrand Comment 1: 

I attended the mtg. Wednesday evening at Heritage Hills as well as several earlier mtgs. 
According to my count there were approximately forty speakers adamantly against this permit 
with about six in favor. The ones in favor were looking at the short term goals of construction jobs, 
and plant jobs once built. The few FOR this project will not be local citizens, but out of state and 
county construction workers. Please look at the effect this plant would have on thousands of 
citizens of Spencer and surrounding counties for years and years to come. You've already heard 
all the arguments about harming our health, so I'm not going to repeat all of them. I will however, 
tell you about my wife who suffers from fibromyalgia and has for years. We are convinced it's 
from the toxic air in this area. Since she's been diagnosed, we've found out there is a heavy 
concentration of this disease in this immediate area. Adding to the air pollution, in any amount, is 
only going to multiply this disease and many, many more. WE DON'T NEED THIS PLANT FOR 
ANY REASON !!!!!!!! 

Please don't give in to our commissioners and the Dale Town Council, who are only looking out 
for themselves, and not the majority of the citizens in this area. Be a hero and vote NO for this 
permit!!!! Let your conscious be your guide. The letter of the law is not always the only way to 
make decisions. 

If anyone tells you these people would be good stewards for the county, let me tell you a story. I 
am president of the St. Meinrad Chamber of Commerce. Shortly after another super polluter in 
the county was built, we approached them for help with a fundraiser. They would not even talk to 
us!! Toyota, in Gibson County were more helpful. This company will be based on the east coast 
as I understand. They won't give a second thought about helping us out with local projects in this 
area! We just don't need these kinds of businesses in our county, or anywhere else in the entire 
US. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Randy Hildenbrand and Mrs. Connie Hildenbrand Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Chris Welp Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 9, 2018, Mr. Chris Welp of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Chris Welp Comment 1: 

I am deeply concerned about the proposed Coal-to-Diesel plant permit being considered in the 
Dale, IN area. Southern Indiana is home to more than enough pollution that is ruining our quality 
of life. Even if the plant does not significantly increase pollution in the area, it DOES NOT mean 
we should sell out to big businesses and allow more. Letting one business with the prospect of a 
handful of jobs wreck the lives of thousands living in the region is a poor decision. The benefits of 
this project DO NOT outweigh the costs. Please DO NOT issue a permit for this project. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Chris Welp Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Sally Welp Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Sally Welp, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Sally Welp Comment 1: 

As a member of an impacted community, I oppose this plan. Thank you for considering our 
health and well-being. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Sally Welp Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Richard P. Clark Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Richard P. Clark of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Richard P. Clark Comment 1: 

As I drive around our great state of Indiana, I am pleased to see the investment in Wind and Solar 
power such as the windmills North of Lafayette and the solar farms built by Vectren and other 
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forward thinking businesses and municipalities. This is our future. In addition many utility 
companies are converting to natural gas. So, why in the world do we want to regress and build a 
World War II era coal to diesel plant in our area? The numbers do not add up and the harm to our 
citizens is not conscionable. Something really stinks about the whole process in getting this 
project approved. First, IDEM assisted Riverview in preparing the permit which just happens to 
get under the allowable emissions in every category, second the Spencer County Development 
Director, the Dale Town Board, and the Spencer County Commissioners vote in favor of this 
development even though there is overwhelming opposition to this plant. Either there are future 
promises of compensation or up front compensation to these individuals in the works. I think an 
investigation by the FBI and scrutiny by the media such as 60 Minutes or Dateline is appropriate 
to check this corruption. Let's see how everyone backtracks when their motives are exposed. I 
also feel that Riverview is not forthcoming with information as I suspect they are expecting a 
substantial investment by the State in infrastructure similar to an earlier plant proposed in 
Vermillion County. As I watched the funeral today of President George H.W. Bush I was reminded 
that during his Administration the Clean Air Act was passed. This was the culmination of activism 
by my generation to clean up the results of acid rain that we experienced during the ?O's and 
80's. Why do we want to return to that part of our history? I worked for the State of Indiana for 
over 30 years and I understand that all State employees serve at the pleasure of the Governor -
including IDEM. I also understand that Governor Holcomb has indicated that he is in favor of this 
project - if it is not harmful to the area citizens. That argument is indisputable that there will be 
irreparable harm to us. I ask you to do the right thing and decide against the permit application 
that you are reviewing. Keep Southwest Indiana safe for our children and grandchildren. We have 
at least three of the greatest research universities in the world located in our state. At least get 
their input before making any decision on the future of this plant. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Richard P. Clark Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

IDEM, OAQ wrote the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. The 
source submitted an application and provided additional information as requested by the permit 
writer. The permit limits emissions to levels that modeling demonstrates as protective of human 
health and the environment. The proposed permit includes limitations on the potential to emit of 
the source, including best available control technology (BACT) requirements for units with 
emissions that exceed the thresholds for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). The 
permit also contains testing, monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements to assure 
that all permit limitations are enforceable as a practical matter and to assure that the source can 
demonstrate compliance with all applicable state and federal rules on a continuous basis. 

IDEM, OAQ relies on the scientific expertise of U.S. EPA which sets the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) to be protective of public health and the environment, establishes 
federal regulations to limit or reduce pollution such as Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD), New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), and the National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), and establishes air quality modeling, impact analysis, and 
risk assessment procedures and guidelines. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Amy Brehmer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Amy Brehmer, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Amy Brehmer Comment 1: 

I am a member of the Sierra Club in Fort Wayne; but more importantly, I am a mom. Why is this 
important? Because I can relate to the other moms in southwestern, IN who are worried about 
their children having asthma, developmental delays, and other illnesses caused by excessive 
amounts of carbon in the air! I am aware of the Rockport Plant, a super polluter in Evansville, and 
also know there are at least 4 other coal plants within a 30 mile radius of one another! Now? A 
coal diesel plant? Please don't do anymore damage to our environment. The plants, the 
animals ... the people. Do what is right, say NO to the plant in Dale, IN! 

IDEM Response to Ms. Amy Brehmer Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Linda K. Cooper Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Linda K. Cooper of New Albany, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Linda K. Cooper Comment 1: 

As a resident of the state of Indiana, I am extremely concerned with the proposed diesel to coal 
plant in Dale, Indiana. I long for the day when Indiana might become a leader for innovative 
technologies that will not threaten our air, water and quality of life. Please vote NO to the permit 
for this project!! 

IDEM Response to Ms. Linda K. Cooper Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Amanda Pulley Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Amanda Pulley of Dale, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Amanda Pulley Comment 1: 

I am sending you this message to express my concerns about the proposed coal-to-diesel 
gasification plant in Dale, Indiana. I have been a resident of Spencer County most of my life and a 
resident of Dale since 2007. I live here with my husband and three children. I have heard many 
concerns brought up about the proposed plant and have tried to read and understand the permit 
myself. It is obviously a very confusing read if you are not familiar with the processes described. I 
would like to explain the reasons for my concerns and ask you a few questions that I hope you 
can answer for me. 

My father \/Vas a union construction worker (Labor Local 561) for more than 30 years. He \/Vas also 
a farmer his entire life. In 1993, he \/Vas diagnosed with a rare blood disorder called 
thrombocytosis. This blood disorder caused an excessive production of blood platelets. 
Thrombocytosis slowly wore out my father's body. He was forced to retire early because he could 
no longer do physical labor. He had to slow down with farming and eventually stopped doing it 
altogether. To survive, he had to see multiple specialists, including a cardiologist, nephrologist, 
and oncologist. He had to take several medications that were expensive and sometimes caused 
nasty side effects. He essentially was not the same man he used to be. 

Around 2009, my family started noticing a more significant slow-down with my father. He fell 
asleep in his chair very easily. He had no appetite. He could not carry heavy items without being 
easily fatigued. We thought it \/Vas a natural progression of the thrombocytosis, but it \/Vas not He 
\/Vas finally diagnosed with multiple myeloma in June 2011. By the time it \/Vas discovered, the 
cancer \/Vas in its latest stages. He was given a life expectancy of 2 years. He only lived 16 
months. 

My father suffered through chemotherapy, multiple heart surgeries, and multiple trips to the 
hospital. He was in ICU several times. He became incoherent and did not know who we were. 
The very worst of it \/Vas his kidney failure and the multiple types of dialysis we tried to keep him 
alive and comfortable. He suffered greatly during those 16 months. 

I was eventually made his legal guardian and had to make decisions about his health. At the age 
of 32, I stopped all of his medical care and signed him into a hospice center. I knew he was going 
to die, and I literally sent him to his death bed. Even though I knew it was the right thing to do, I 
live with the guilt of what I did every single day. No daughter should have to experience that 
tragedy with her father. 

I am sharing all of this personal information with you because of my father's oncologists. Neither 
oncologist could prove what caused my father's thrombocytosis or his cancer. Both of their 
professional opinions, however, was that his cancer was caused by prolonged exposure to 
environmental toxins-through farming, but also through his work in construction. 

One of the toxins my father was exposed to was benzene. According to the American Cancer 
Society, benzene is "carcinogenic to humans, based on sufficient evidence that benzene causes 
acute myeloid leukemia .... benzene exposure has been linked with acute lymphocytic leukemia 
chronic lymphocytic leukemia, multiple myeloma, and non-Hodgkin lymphoma." Benzene is one 
of the many toxins that is going to be released in the air by this coal-to-diesel gasification plant 
The permit for the plant states that fact 

My three children attend school at David Turnham Elementary School, which is about a mile 
away from where this plant will be located. Students at David Turnham are outside quite a bit with 
recess. It is considered a "Healthy Choices" school, and the children spend a lot of time at their 
outdoor lab and fitness trail. Our home in Dale is located about two miles away from the proposed 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan. PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

plant As a family, we are outside almost every day. My mother has had to live in a nursing home 
on three different occasions, which is located less than a mile from the proposed plant. Residents 
there go outside almost every day. 

I believe my father's oncologists when they said his illnesses were caused by environmental 
toxins. I fear that prolonged exposure to the toxins released by that plant will eventually cause 
cancer in one of my other family members. I am most afraid that it will cause cancer in one of my 
children. I do not want to make life-ending decisions for my children like I had to for my father. 

What are all of the toxins that are proposed to be released by the coal-to-diesel gasification 
plant? How many of these toxins are linked to cancer? How can Mr. Merle know the amounts of 
toxins this plant will release when this plant does not exist anywhere else in the United States? 
Did he build the plant in Russia or China? 

If this plant comes to Dale, my family will leave Dale. We don't want to leave Spencer County 
because most of our extended family lives here. We are not eliminating that possibility, however. 
My husband and I are most concerned about our children's health, and we will not live in a 
community that values jobs and money over children and their lives. Please consider all of the 
people who have been plagued with cancer in this community. There is a reason why 
southwestern Indiana is known as the cancer belt and the sacrifice zone. Please do not 
encourage any industry to settle in Spencer County that will increase cancer risk among our 
residents. No job is worth a person's life. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Amanda Pulley Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 
Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 

With regard to the commenter's question about toxins, IDEM, OAQ must consider that the 
question is specific to the Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP) regulated under Section 112 of the 
Clean Air Act. As noted elsewhere in this ATSD (e.g., IDEM Response to Ms. Mary V. Hess 
Comment 1) the methodologies for determining the potential to emit of each component of the 
coal conversion process are well established. 

IDEM, OAQ used generally-available information to determine the HAP potential to emit where 
the sources for criteria pollutant emission factors do not also include HAP emission factors. For 
example, HAP potential to emit for coal handling processes was established by the particulate 
potential to emit and data from the Indiana Geological Survey on the average metal HAP content 
of Indiana coal. As another example, because references describe the liquid products of direct 
liquefaction coal-to-liquids plants as similar to high-aromatic-content crude oil, the HAP profile of 
typical petroleum diesel is applied to determine the HAP potential to emit of storage tank, loading 
rack, and process fugitive emissions. Appendix A to this ATSD include the HAP potential to emit 
calculations for each process block and a source-wide HAP emission summary tab. 

Appendix A does not separately identify HAP on a basis of carcinogenicity, but that information is 
widely available in public sources such as the National Institutes of Health and National Institute 
for Occupational Safety and Health. Section G of the Air Quality Analysis (see Appendix C to this 
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ATSD) includes a cancer risk analysis for carcinogenic HAP that may be present at the source 
and a non-cancer health effects risk analysis for all HAP. The U.S. EPA established the 
methodology and application guidelines for HAP modeling based on very conservative risk 
assessments. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Bruce Dodds Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Bruce Dodds of Richmond, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Bruce Dodds Comment 1: 

I am concerned about the new coal power plant proposed for Spenser IN. Since southern 
Indiana is already home to several super polluter facilities, it does not make sense to open the 
door to even higher air pollution levels in the area. Pollution numbers associated with this plant 
predict annual amounts of 2.2 million tons of carbon dioxide, which contribute to global warming. 
More than 100 tons of particulate matter, which cause smog and contribute to respiratory issues. 
And more than 60 tons of hazardous air pollutants which the EPA defines as those known to 
cause cancer and other serious health problems. According to an EPA database, Spencer 
County ranks in the top 1 % of all US counties for the toxic substances it releases into the air. 
Please put a stop to adding additional pollution to Indiana air. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Bruce Dodds Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matter 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Alice D. Lindauer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Alice D. Lindauer of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Alice D. Lindauer Comment 1: 

I am a resident of Spencer County and live about 7 miles or so from Dale. I am very opposed to 
this plant!!! So many people in this area have health problems already. It isn't fair to throw more 
pollution in the air around here. This will only make things worse for us. I already have two rare 
medical problems to deal with. (Polymyalgia Rheumatica and Giant Cell Arteritis) 

Please reject this crazy idea and put that plant in Alaska or some deserted area where humans 
will not be affected. Citizens here have everything to lose and nothing to gain. PLEASE!!! I beg 
you to stop this before it is too late. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan. PE. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Alice D. Lindauer Comment 1: 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. David P. Lindauer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. David P. Lindauer of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. David P. Lindauer Comment 1: 

Please stop this plant from coming to Dale, Indiana. We already have too much pollution in this 
area and many of our friends and acquaintances have medical problems. Why can't you locate 
this polluting plant in an isolated area? Why risk human lives by putting this plant on the edge of 
a town? The United States and Indiana used to care about its people. I am so disappointed that 
local people have no "say" in this matter. This is not right!! The majority of people living in towns 
near Dale are not in favor of this plant either. Just because many of them are elderly and don't 
have email or won't write letters should not be taken as a "don't care" attitude. Some have the 
opinion that Indiana would not do this to us. I also would like to believe that my state officials 
would protect us and keep us from harm. But I am worried now ..... 
Please, please stop this monster from coming here. How can we convince you that it is not good 
for our health? 

IDEM Response to Mr. David P. Lindauer Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Lorin McVey Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Lorin McVey of Georgetown, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Lorin Mc Vey Comment 1: 

I am writing in regards to the Coal to Diesel plant that is being proposed to Dale, Indiana. I am 
against this plant being built for numerous reasons. First, I grew up around Dale. It has a special 
place in my heart. I believe the environmental impact will be negative on the people that live 
there. I do not see a positive health impact for the community, the animals that live there including 
wildlife. I also believe that all of us in the tristate area and Southern Indiana will be impacted by its 
pollutants. There has been much correlating data showing the negative impacts on health in 
connection to these large plants. There is data showing an increased risk of birth defects, cancer, 
and lung issues. I myself, am 32 years old and a skin cancer survivor. I had no previous 
melanoma risks in my family making my oncologists believe there was a possible environmental 
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factor. I can't say for sure negative pollutants in the area caused my cancer but it does make me 
wonder. Our area is already at a high pollutant level, this plant would only increase it 

I also have concerns about the long term usage of the plant. Looking at previous coal to diesel 
plants that have been built in the world, they've all been abandoned after a few decades. I am a 
supporter of economic growth but I believe we need to embrace new clean energy methods. Coal 
is not the future. 

In addition, Santa Claus and Dale have a large tourism base. I don't believe this plant will have an 
attractive or pleasant impact on tourism in the area. It will most likely an unpleasant smell similar 
to rotten eggs. The plant is massive and not something pretty to look at in the landscape. Those 
do play a role to tourism and the desire for people to visit again. 

I have spoke and listened to many residents in southern Indiana that are against this plant. I hope 
you will consider us and say no to Coal to Diesel. Thank you for your time reading and 
considering this. My family and I appreciate all the work you do. 

IDEM Response to Lorin McVey Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Genetta Fancher Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Genetta Fancher of Taswell, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Genetta Fancher Comment 1: 

This proposed project - Permit# T147-39554-00065 is absolutely irresponsible & unacceptable. 
We live approx 60 miles from Dale & have for almost 20 years. I am a retired Health Care 
Provider & have 1st hand experiences with the increased incidences of cancer, preterm birth, 
asthma, COPD, shortened life expectancies, dementia etc etc. In this age of global warming the 
releasing of MORE greenhouse gases & toxic air & water pollutants is ludicrous! 

Just imagine all this money & resources used to develop more sustainable types of energy like 
solar & wind. Or making more efficient vehicles that don't use gas that the average person could 
AFFORD to purchase. Now THOSE jobs would benefit us all instead of just big corporations like 
Riverview Energy that only care about money & nothing about people's lives & the future of 
MOTHER EARTH! 

PLEASE DO NOT VOTE FOR THIS! 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Betty Michel Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Betty Michel of Grandview, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Betty Michel Comment 1: 

After attending the air permit hearing for the Coal to Diesel plant planned for Dale, IN, I had 
several questions. How did Riverview Energy arrive at the projected emissions. Could they be 
much higher? Do they prove how they arrive at these figures since there are no plants in the 
United States converting coal to diesel. How is IDEM going to measure and confirm what and 
how much is actually being emitted? Does IDEM plan to add air monitors in the area or is this 
process self-reporting? Has IDEM lowered the acceptable levels of any pollutants in the past 20 
years. 

This entire process is a scam for a few business people to get rich on government (taxpayer's) 
subsidies. It is not about jobs - one researcher noted there are about 150 good job openings in 
the immediate area. 

The IDEM gentleman who stated there would be no significant impact to the Dale area has zero 
evidence to back it up. It would have a huge negative effect driving people away from the area. 
support the 47 speakers who opposed this plant. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Betty Michel Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 

Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis. 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

With regard to the commenter's question about measuring actual emissions, the proposed permit 
requires either stack testing or continuous emissions monitoring for most of the point source 
emissions at the source. The IDEM, OAQ Compliance and Enforcement Branch will review all 
stack test protocols and results. The draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit includes record keeping requirements for monitoring information and reporting 
requirements for continuous emission monitoring systems. If the source determines that the 
uncontrolled potential to emit of the plant will increase in such a manner that would require a 
source/permit modification, then the source will be required to obtain prior construction/operation 
approval prior to making any changes to the plant that would increase the uncontrolled potential 
to emit. 

With regard to the commenter's question about acceptable levels, the federal Clean Air Act 
requires the U.S. EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria 
pollutants - particulate (PM10 and PM25), sulfur dioxide (SO2), ozone (03), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
carbon monoxide (CO), and lead. These standards are set at levels that protect human health, 
including the health of sensitive persons, such as asthmatics, children and the elderly. The Clean 
Air Act requires that U.S. EPA conduct periodic review of the most current scientific information to 
determine if air quality standards are adequate to protect human health and general welfare. This 
review includes an integrated science assessment which is a comprehensive review of science 
judgments and risk and exposure assessments. An independent committee, the Clean Air 
Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC), reviews all health information and makes 
recommendations to U.S. EPA on whether current health standards are protective of public health 
and welfare or should be revised. After any health standard recommendations have been 
approved and finalized through rulemaking, IDEM is required to follow the new standards. 
Additional information on the CASAC can be found at the following website: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabpeople.nsf/webcommittees/CASAC" ] . 

In 2013, for example, EPA lowered the NAAQS for sulfur dioxide (SO2). As a result of the 
lowered SO2 NAAQS, townships in several Indiana counties were nonattainment of the revised 
SO2 NAAQS and IDEM amended the State Implementation Plan to bring those areas back into 
attainment. In many cases, getting back into attainment required closing coal-fired electric 
generating units or converting coal burning units to natural gas. 

Since the passage of the Clean Air Act Amendments in 1990, U.S. EPA has promulgated about 
140 different National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) to limit, 
control, or reduce hazardous air pollutants (HAP) emissions from for various types of facilities. 
As the name suggests, NESHAPs intend to reduce emissions of hazardous air pollutants, usually 
by requiring what is known as Maximum Achievable Control Technology that is defined by the 
level of control of the best performing existing sources. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Candice Cook Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Candice Cook of Huntingburg, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Candice Cook Comment 1: 

As a resident of Dubois County, I strongly oppose granting a permit for the proposed Riverview 
Energy Coal to Diesel plant. I expect IDEM to operate for the benefit and the health of the citizens 
of our state. Since Indiana is already 44th in air quality, with our area being the worst of the worst, 
it is beyond understanding why IDEM would consider approving this permit which clearly benefits 
only the corporation from Connecticut and clearly harms the citizens of our state with mega-tons 
of carcinogenic pollutants. The lack of monitors in strategic places makes the issue of compliance 
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void. There is no compliance where there is no information/data assessing air quality in the 
actual area of the pro posed plant. 

In the interest of the health of my family and neighbors, I ask that you deny the T147 -39554-
00065/Riverview Energy Coal-to-Diesel plant permit. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Candice Cook Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Edward Cook Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Edward Cook of Huntingburg, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Edward Cook Comment 1: 

1. Suggestion: If the plant is built, IDEM needs to add Ambient Air PM2.5 Monitoring in the 
prevailing downwind population centers of Ferdinand and Huntingburg if it is going to fulfill its 
mandate of managing the environment while protecting the public. This needs to be a condition of 
approving the permit. 

2. The proposed plant is far too close to a population center, no matter how relatively small that 
population may be. If this proximity is allowed by law then our laws are woefully inadequate. 
While the town of Dale may have the legal right to re-zone their town, they do not have the right 
to re-zone the air downwind from them. 

3. Generally I am against the permit for the proposed plant because it would be too much of an 
environmental risk for little reward. The plant would be a monstrosity in the local community for 
decades even while coal mining is on the decline amid the inevitable transition to renewable sun
sourced energy. The people of Spencer County and the surrounding area do not wish to be 
sacrificed to a dirty energy process in the waning days of the coal wars. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Edward Cook Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Edward Cook Comment 2: 

IDEM's permit process states that "If a permit applicant demonstrates that it will be able to comply 
with all federal and state laws regarding air pollution control, IDEM is required by law to issue the 
air permit" 

This is a flawed concept You can't demonstrate some future act IDEM is merely requiring 
applicants to read !DEM'S permit requirements and agree to try to attain them. What a low bar to 
leap over. And if by some small chance the applicant fails to attain the air quality standards in the 
future, they can merely declare bankruptcy and walk away while leaving taxpayers to foot the bill 
and pay with their lives. Corporate America runs roughshod over the ordinary people once again 
and Indiana greases the skids. Deny this flawed permit 

IDEM Response to Mr. Edward Cook Comment 2: 

The responsible official designated for a source that is applying for an air permit is required to 
certify the truth, accuracy, and completeness of all information contained in an air permit 
application on the Air Permit Application Cover Sheet form, otherwise the application would be 
deemed incomplete. Based on the information provided by the applicant in an air permit 
application, IDEM, OAQ determines the potential to emit and all applicable state and federal 
requirements for of all emission units at the source. 

This proposed permit includes all applicable state and federal rules and regulations related to air 
pollution, including best available control technology (BACT) requirements for units with 
emissions that exceed the thresholds for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), applicable 
control device operating requirements, monitoring requirements, testing requirements, and 
associated record keeping and reporting requirements to assure that all permit limitations are 
enforceable as a practical matter and to assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with 
all applicable state and federal rules on a continuous basis. 

If the information provided by the applicant in an air permit application indicates that that the 
Permittee will be able to comply with all permit requirements, IDEM is required by law to issue the 
air permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Robyn Cornwell Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Robyn Cornwell of Bloomington, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Robyn Cornwell Comment 1: 

Please use intelligent decision-making in refusing to go forward with this life threatening plan to 
allow a coal plant to be added in Indiana. It is a totally irresponsible way to move forward. Do 
NOT allow this to happen!!! 

IDEM Response to Robyn Cornwell Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Michael Baran Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Michael Baran, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Michael Baran Comment 1: 

The Permit #T147-39554-00065 is unacceptable! I live in the area and this will crush the meager 
economy the county has. It will also create the worst pollution possible. Leave fossil fuel in the 
ground dead and buried where it belongs. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Michael Baran Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. David Lasuertmer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. David Lasuertmer, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. David Lasuertmer Comment 1: 

I would like to express my strong resistance to the permitting of the Riverview Energy Coal-Diesel 
Plant being considered near Dale, IN. 

I'm extremely concerned about the effects of carbon emissions on our communities and our 
children. I strongly prefer any new energy production facilities to be based on renewable energy 
and not fossil fuels. 

IDEM Response to Mr. David Lasuertmer Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 
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Mr. Doug Winchell Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Doug Winchell, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Doug Winchell Comment 1: 

I have hunted this ground thru the years. If it was going to become a solar park I would say darn 
but in the name of progress. But to add to global warming. With the great president we have now 
easing pollution standards and the USA life expectancy going down how stupid are we to want 
your pollution plant in the USA. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Doug Winchell Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Chuck Botsko and Mrs. Janet Botsko Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Chuck Botsko and Mrs. Janet Botsko of Gentryville, Indiana, submitted 
comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Chuck Botsko and Mrs. Janet Botsko Comment 1: 

If this refinery were being planned in the city of Indianapolis, or in one of your neighborhoods, 
would you have worked so closely with KBR and Riverview to craft a permit that just met the letter 
of the law? Would the draft permit look any different than it does now? If so, how can we trust 
IDEM to protect our environment with permits like this? For many years coal to liquid projects 
have been proposed in many locations in the country. Various departments in the government 
have done studies on CTL. There was even a project considered for a location at the Crane 
Naval base. Sponsored and supported by the government. It never happened. 

Where is the data coming from? The couple of projects that are in the world using this 
technology aren't using coal as their feed stock. Who is coming up with this data? Not a single 
Coal to Diesel experimental project anywhere in the U.S ... ........ we do not want this 
experiment in our area. This proposed project has caused a divide in the town of Dale and 
surrounding area. Even within families. Some people are afraid to speak out against it because 
of reprisals from those in favor of it. The Dale Zoning Board annexed the 500+ acres by a vote of 
4 to 3 against. The Spencer County Commissioners passed a resolution stating their support for 
the Draft Air Permit by a vote of 2-1. The resolution was suggested by the commissioner who 
was a member of the local economic development corp. Written by the commissioner's lawyer 
who is also the chairman of the economic development board. 

In the process proposed by KBR, a catalyst for fine/course additive is identified as "red mud". 
Red mud comes from the Bauxite Processing and according to the EPA "Red muds are 
caustic, and the United States does not currently approve any secondary use of the waste. The 
radioactivity content is only one of several concerns that pose a risk to the environment, as red 
muds also have a high salinity and pH. In some red muds samples, the EPA has identified 
elevated arsenic and chromium concentrations; in some cases, arsenic levels were as high 
as 16,000 parts per billion (ppb), and chromium, 374,000 ppb. In the United States, wastes are 
usually disposed in large impoundments that are lined with clay or synthetic liners." Why would 
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they be allowed to use a compound that "is not approved for any secondary use"? Being "cost 
effective" is not an acceptable answer. 

No Significant Impact is a misleading statement when these amounts will still be released; 2.2 
million tons of carbon dioxide which contribute to the earth's warming. More than 100 tons of 
particulate matter, which cause smog and contribute to respiratory issues. More than 60 tons of 
hazardous air pollutants, which the U.S Environmental Protection Agency defines as those 
known to cause cancer and other serious conditions. All within a mile of the local elementary 
school and 2 nursing homes. 

We support the suggestion that the issuance of the permit be delayed until working monitors be 
placed in the surrounding local area to gather actual data on the quality of the air. We have a 
booming tourism industry, attracting over one million visitors to our county and surrounding area. 
After industrializing the southern entry point of Spencer County with A+K Steel and the l&M 
power plant, our economic development leader, this is NOT the type of welcome we want 
visitors to see. Who is going to accept the blame if existing tourism related businesses start 
losing visitors? This refinery depends on running 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. That means 
lights all around the facility would be on all night, every night, noise from the operation, rail and 
trucks coming and going at all times of the day and night This type of facility requires 1.8 million 
gallons of water per day. And needs a waste water pipeline to discharge water into the Ohio 
River. The location is 20+ miles from the aquafer and the river. What kinds of promises has the 
state, county and LEDC officials made to Riverview Energy and their backers about getting this 
done for them? 

The promoters of this facility worked for 6 years to place this project in Vermillion Co. They had 
1500 acres optioned out of over 7,000 that the Newport Chemical Depot Reuse Authority had to 
develop. When that didn't work out they reduced the size of the project to 2.5 Billion dollars and 
225 jobs and then "found" the Dale location of 500 acres. Mr. Roland Otte and Mr. Greg Merle 
are just the promoters of this project. If it does ever get built, they won't be involved with its actual 
operation. They will be looking for someone else to purchase it so they can get their money out 
of it, quickly. They will use the issuance of a permit as a major "talking point" when trying to get 
financing from whatever domestic and foreign investors they have been in contact. We are not in 
favor of this project at this location. If the government wants this experiment in Indiana, tell 
Riverview Energy to take it back to Vermillion County and for them to work with the Reuse 
Authority. 

Finally, we support the comments submitted by the Earth Justice Representatives, those from 
Valley Watch, and those of the Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Chuck Botsko and Mrs. Janet Botsko Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matter 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 
Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

With regard to the commenters' question about location, if the source had been proposed in 
another location with similar NAAQS county attainment status, the permit would not be 
substantially different. Determinations about what level of control is BACT or the applicability of 
most State and Federal regulations would be unchanged. Locations in Lake County or certain 
other counties would have involved different rules for fugitive particulate matter. Sites in Lake, 
Porter, Clark, or Floyd County may have introduced additional requirements for VOC. Locations 
in townships that are in nonattainment for any NAAQS criteria pollutant would have introduced 
emission offset requirements for that pollutant. 

With respect to development of the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit, the permit was drafted by IDEM, OAQ based on information provided by the source in the 
application, additional information as requested by the permit writer, and additional information 
from research of other available resources. The source was also responsible for the air quality 
monitoring, subject to IDEM review and using background monitoring and meteorological data 
that IDEM offers to all applicants. 

With regard to the commenters' question about data sources, additional information may be found 
in IDEM Response to Valley Watch Comment 12. See IDEM Response to Valley Watch 
Comment 12. 

With regard to the commenters' question about the "red mud" additive, IDEM is not able to review 
the source of the information referenced as "according to the EPA" because no references were 
provided. Wikipedia lists a number of applications for red mud from bauxite processing, including 
cement and other building materials, The statement that EPA has not approved any secondary 
use may be accurate, but should probably be taken in the context of metallurgical industries, 
where "secondary" refers to the recovery of a metal from scrap materials or dross. For the VCC 
process, red mud offers advantages as a source of iron to catalyze the hydrogenation reaction 
such as the availability in or ease of processing into fine and coarse particle sizes. While it may 
not be germane to consideration of characteristics of the additive material in the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit, IDEM observes that the methods of delivery, 
storage, and transport of the material suggest that red mud is in the form of a low-alkalinity rinsed 
and dried filter cake, not a water-containing sludge. Downstream of the VCC process, the 
residue of solid additives and tarry hydrocarbons will be pelletized, cooled and sold as a product, 
markets for which are outside the scope of this ATSD. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Hugh Farrell Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Hugh Farrell, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Hugh Farrell Comment 1: 

I'm writing to express my concern regarding the Dale plant. I am a resident of southern Indiana 
who struggles with chronic asthma, and the figures released so far about the plant suggest that it 
will decrease air quality, hurting my ability to breathe and that of those like me. I am also deeply 
concerned by the huge CO2 output of the plant and its effect on climate change, which will 
worsen my life and those of children growing up now across Indiana. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Katie Mehling Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Katie Mehling of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Katie Mehling Comment 1: 

I am writing to voice my concern over the proposed coal to diesel plant for Dale, Indiana (permit 
#T147-39554-00065). I sincerely hope that this does NOT pass. There are so many reasons, 
(and tons of research against) for it not to move forward, as stated at the public meeting held at 
Heritage Hills HS last Wednesday. And NO real data/research that supports it. Please do NOT 
move this forward!! 

IDEM Response to Ms. Katie Mehling Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Erin Beach Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Erin Beach, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Erin Beach Comment 1: 

I am very opposed to the proposed coal to diesel plant that might end up in Dale. As the parent of 
asthmatic children, and a firm believer in the negative affects of climate change, I do not want this 
coal to diesel plant in Indiana. I know many, many people are talking about this. I know that 
many, many people are disappointed in the way IDEM has managed this situation. People are 
watching you, hoping you'll make the right decision for the citizens of Indiana - by denying this 
permit. Please do not let this proposed plant be put in our beautiful state. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Kathy Foerster Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Kathy Foerster of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Kathy Foerster Comment 1: 

Please do not allow this plant into the southern Indiana area. Our families are dealing with health 
issues and plead 'no' to this!! 

IDEM Response to Ms. Kathy Foerster Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Darcy Wadsworth Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Darcy Wadsworth of Huntingburg, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Darcy Wadsworth Comment 1: 

Please do not issue a permit for Riverview Energy Corporation to come to Spencer County or 
anywhere in Indiana to add to our impaired air quality. I went to the Spencer County school 
meeting last week and was duly impressed with how much more air pollutants will be added to 
our air. We don't need/want any more. Actually less would be better - thank you. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Darcy Wadsworth Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 
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Dolores and Gary Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Dolores and Gary Hasenour of Celestine, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Dolores and Gary Hasenour Comment 1: 

I am writing to voice my extreme concern over the proposed coal to diesel plant for Dale, Indiana 
(permit# T147-39554-00065). I sincerely hope that this does NOT PASS. There are so many 
reasons and tons of research against it, for it not to move forward! Everyone is looking at the 
money that will flow in from this project, but no one is considering the ramifications. The medical 
expenses and funeral expenses that will come from all the pollution. We have suffered enough in 
southern Indiana from outside companies making big money at our expense. Please do NOT 
move this forward!!! 

IDEM Response to Dolores and Gary Hasenour Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 

Mr. Barton Heath Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Barton Heath of Newburgh, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Barton Heath Comment 1: 

I disagree with building this plant in Dale Indiana or for that matter any other place. The process 
that this plant will use is based on a Nobel prize-winning process has only been used five times 
since its invention in 1931, making this purely experimental. If this lauded process had been 
profitable it would have been in use long ago. At a time when our environment is by all expert 
measure in such danger from pollution it's hard to see this as a worthwhile venture with the 
nearby residents bearing the cost of the hazards it could bring about. 

Additionally have many questions about the water discharge into the Ohio River by the River 
View Refinery project in Dale, Indiana. Has the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission 
been given data on the effluent that will be dumped into the Ohio River? What process elements 
could be present in the discharge water? What will the volume of discharge water measure? 
What will the temperature of the discharge water be? Are any of the or ORSANCO 
commissioners involved in a non-governmental capacity with the design, implementation, 
consultation or construction of this project? Who will monitor the river downstream for potential 
pollution compliance from this plant? 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

With respect to the issued raised about potential water usage and water discharge/pollution to the 
Ohio River, these issues are outside the scope of this air pollution permit. This proposed air 
permit only contains applicable state and federal rules and regulations related air pollution. IDEM 
OAQ is not aware whether the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission or any 
ORSANCO commissioners have been notified any the potential water usage, discharge, and 
pollution related to this proposed project. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Indiana Forest Alliance and Ms. Anne Laker Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Anne Laker on behalf of the Indiana Forest Alliance of Indianapolis, Indiana, 
submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit. 

Indiana Forest Alliance and Ms. Anne Laker Comment 1: 

Southern Indiana is already one of the most polluted places in the nation. That alone is an 
excellent reason to deny Riverview's permit for the coal to diesel plant. If built, this plant WILL 
further degrade the poor air, water and soil quality of this beleaguered location. It's a grave 
injustice to subject the health of the people of this region to more pollution. No amount of job 
creation is worth it. 

IDEM Response to Indiana Forest Alliance and Ms. Anne Laker Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 
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Ms. Renee Ananda Arnold Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Renee Ananda Arnold, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft 
PS DI New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Renee Ananda Arnold Comment 1: 

I spoke up about my concerns about the Coal to Diesel plant in Dale on December 5th. I was 
pleading with you and your colleagues to please deny the permit for this proposed plant. As our 
leaders, we count on you to serve us by protecting us. Please listen to the hearts of everyone 
here tonight who have and will share the dangers and risks to the health of our environment and 
individuals from what is released from this plant. Please preserve our environment that we love 
so much. Please protect us and help us protect our families that we love so deeply. Please hear 
my heart and the heart of this community and refuse to allow this plant to be built. 

Over 90% of those who spoke on December 5th spoke up as being against the proposed plant. 
Many were sharing critical facts about the dangers to the health of individuals and our 
environment if this plant is allowed. I want to amplify all those concerns by speaking to you from 
my heart to your heart tonight...l'm a Daddy's girl and I lost my Daddy last year to Acute Myeloid 
Leukemia after exposure to benzene. My heart is broken ... I miss my Dad so much. 

You may think this is personal to me and it is ... and it should be to you too because this proposed 
plant will release the toxic carcinogen benzene and many more toxins and pollutants placing you 
and your loved ones at a risk of disease and loss of life as me and my family have experienced 
losing my Dad. I can't get my Dad back or couldn't save him from leukemia because we weren't 
aware that his exposure was making him sick until it was too late. In this case, with this Coal to 
Diesel plant, we are aware of the dangers of carcinogens and pollutants which will cause disease 
and death and we can save you and your loved ones by stopping this proposed plant from being 
built. 

I want you to think of the person or person(s) you love the most. .. I want to know what financial 
gain is worth the personal loss of their life for you? You are aware that if you support this you 
would be putting your loved ones at risk. Is there any amount of financial gain that is worth more 
than those you love? What is your price? What is worth more to you than preserving and 
protecting those you love? Think about it... feel it... you still have time to save them. 

I can't get my Daddy back but you can save the ones you love ... My Dad was diagnosed with 
Acute Myeloid Leukemia on December 18th and we lost him on January 13th . He passed away 
that quickly. My Dad was a successful businessman and his career was important to him, but 
when my Dad was in his last days he didn't care about that anymore ... all he cared about was 
who he loved and how he loved. 
Ultimately that is all that will matter to you ... so choose what is lasting and eternal ... love ... not a 
job or the economy that you will leave behind when you leave this life. As someone who has 
experienced the personal loss of my Daddy, I encourage you to choose for what will matter 
eternally ... choose love. 

Please don't sacrifice us and our loved ones health and well being. Please take the action you 
would choose to protect your own loved ones and yourself. We are all God's children and this is 
God's creation. Please honor God. Please protect us. As our leaders, we count on you to serve 
us by protecting us. Please listen to the hearts of everyone here tonight who have and will share 
the dangers and risks to the health of our environment and individuals from what is released from 
this plant. Please preserve our environment that we love so much. Please protect us and help 
us protect our families that we love so deeply. Please hear my heart and the heart of this 
community and refuse to allow this plant to be built. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Amy Benningfield Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Amy Benningfield of Perry County, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, 
OAQ on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Amy Benningfield Comment 1: 

I am a citizen and constituent in Perry County 47551. I am writing to implore the immediate 
removal/denial of the proposal for the Coal to Diesel Plant in Dale, IN. This plant will bring 
Cancer, Leukemia, Birth Defects, Autism, Asthma and other devastating health issues to all of the 
citizens of this area. We can only guess how bad because no testing has been done on this kind 
of technology. We do know what coal fired plants do to human health. This would be 
exponentially worse - poisoning air, water and soil not to mention quality of life with a constant 
rotten egg smell. 

A Coal to Diesel Plant proposed with devastating pollution to our area - already one of the worst 
in the nation for air quality and all of the health issues that is already tormenting us. A Coal to 
Diesel Plant proposed in our area when all of the authorities on our climate & environment are 
desperately warning us that we have 10 years to stop fossil fuel emissions before irrevocable 
cataclysmic weather patterns create massive death, destruction and economic trauma. A Coal to 
Diesel Plant proposed when Coal & Fossil Fuel use is being phased out and divested from in 
countries like Ireland and others, companies, universities and state & local governments. It will be 
obsolete and southern Indiana will be left without job training for the future and its citizens 
suffering from its toxic pollution or dead. 

AP: A report by U.S. Energy Information Administration projects 2018 will see lowest U.S. coal 
consumption since 1979, second-greatest number on record of coal-fired power plants shutting 
down. 

Coal Ash pollution leaching into fresh groundwater supplies for humans & livestock. 

The fourth National Climate Assessment, commissioned by Congress and compiled by over 300 
scientists from 13 federal agencies, warns that rising temperatures and more extreme weather 
patterns will have a devastating impact on the environment in the Midwest. Yields could drop by 5 
to 25 percent for corn and more than 25 percent in the southern half of the Midwest for soybeans, 
said the [ HYPERLINK "https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/" \t "_blank"], which is released every 
four years and required by law. Farmers will likely be paying more to control increased disease, 
pests and soil erosion - levels not seen since the 1980s, when drought and flooding were 
detrimental to crop yields. Bloomberg New Energy Finance, which predicts that wind and solar 
will be cheaper than coal and gas generators by 2027, and electric vehicles could make up 25 
percent of the global car fleet by 2040. The peak year for coal, gas, and oil looks to be 2025, and 
then it's all downhill from there. For big oil guys, at least. "You can't fight the future,"[ 
HYPER LINK "https ://www.bloomberg.com/nevvs/articles/2016-06-13/we-ve-almost-reached-peak
fossil-fuels-for-e lectricity" \t "_blank"]." The economics are increasingly locked in. Released on 
Monday, Bloomberg's [ HYPERLINK "https://www.bloomberg.com/company/new-energy-outlook/" 
\t "_blank" ] report has found that US$11 .4 trillion will be invested in new energy sources over the 
next 25 years, and two thirds of that will go towards renevvables, particularly wind and solar. Any 
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new coal plants will mostly be cropping up in India and other emerging markets in Asia. Coal and 
gas will begin their terminal decline in less than a decade. 

Be a hero and ensure your re-election from a new generation of workers by investing in our 
future. Let's entice and fund Solar & Wind Turbine manufacturing. Train computer coders and 
technological services. There is no real data on the health effects of this plant so you have no 
way to confidently and with conscience, assure us and our children that our health will not be 
gravely affected. There are no accurate or reliable air monitors in our area. Our lives are in your 
hands. Please ask God for the highest and best good that you can do. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Amy Benningfield Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Shirley Stern Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Shirley Stern, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Shirley Stern Comment 1: 

I wish to let you know that I am against that C2D Plant being built in Spencer County. People in 
this area are already exposed to so many things causing cancer, breathing problems, and other 
health issues. Thank you for listening to the pleas of those of us who live here in and around 
Spencer County. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Shirley Stern Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Marilyn and Paul L. Harpenau Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Marilyn and Paul L Harpenau of Louisville, Kentucky, submitted comments to 
IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 
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We are property owners in Spencer County IN, and are extremely concerned about the possible 
damage to the environment and land in the area. We are especially concerned about the harmful 
effects to humans and all life in the area. Please don't let those companies and individuals put 
greed and money ahead of doing the moral and ethical right thing. Thank you. 

IDEM Response to Marilyn and Paul L Harpenau Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment 

Mr. David J. Vonderheide Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. David J Vonderheide of Severance, Colorado, submitted comments to 
IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. David J Vonderheide Comment 1: 

As a land owner in Spencer County, I own property within 10 miles of the proposed plant 
STRONGLY OPPOSE building this plant due to the environmental impact and the air quality that 
will be affected in this area. 

IDEM Response to Mr. David J Vonderheide Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Yvonne J Vonderheide Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Yvonne J Vonderheide of Severance, Colorado, submitted comments to 
IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/NewSource Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Yvonne J Vonderheide Comment 1: 

As a land owner in Spencer County, I own property within 10 miles of the proposed plant 
STRONGLY OPPOSE building this plant due to the environmental impact and the air quality that 
will be affected in this area. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Deborah Flake Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Deborah Flake submitted comments to I DEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Deborah Flake Comment 1: 

I am writing this email in opposition to the coal to diesel plant proposed for southern Indiana 
(Dale). We have too many of these superpolluters already in our area. The prosperity of our 
people can only come if we are healthy and with the emissions already surrounding us we DO 
NOT want more adverse pollution for ourselves and families living here. Thankful for your time. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Deborah Flake Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Ms. Tara Foll Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Tara Foll of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Tara Foll Comment 1: 

As a 15 year resident of Ferdinand after growing up in Fulda and Santa Claus in northern 
Spencer County, I adamantly oppose the proposed coal-to-diesel plant in Dale. Regardless of 
whether Riverview Energy claims they will stay within current IDEM pollution guidelines, 
Southwestern Indiana does NOT need more pollution dumped on our beautiful towns. 

I personally know of four 40 year old women in the past three years diagnosed with breast cancer 
- all from northern Spencer and southern Dubois counties. In each of these cases, no breast 
cancer gene or history of breast cancer were identified. These are just a few of the endless cases 
of cancer in my family, friends, neighbors, and coworkers. While there are many causes of 
cancer, pollution is undoubtedly a factor. 

Indiana needs to start taking back our state from super-polluters and begin focusing on a cleaner 
future. Denying Riverview Energy's permit for the proposed coal-to-diesel plant should be the first 
step. 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Michael A Flake Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Michael A Flake submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Michael A Flake Comment 1: 

I am writing this email in opposition to the coal to diesel plant proposed for southern Indiana 
(Dale). We have too many of these superpolluters already in our area. The prosperity of our 
people can only come if we are healthy and with the emissions already surrounding us we DO 
NOT want more adverse pollution for ourselves and families living here. Thankful for your time. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Michael A Flake Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this comment. 

Mr. Rock Emmert Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Rock Emmert of Ferdinand, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Rock Emmert Comment 1: 

Thank you for this opportunity. I have grave concerns for my family and friends and everyone who 
lives in the region where Greg Merle and Riverview Energy plan to change our quality of life for 
generations to come. Based on my observations now and over many years, I am concerned that I 
am not being represented by IDEM, that IDEM is merely a "rubber stamp" for polluting 
companies, even though thousands of other area concerned citizens and I pay taxes that fund 
this state agency. 

My comments are structured in two parts--a list of my questions and my comments made at the 
Dec. 5 hearing in Heritage Hills High School auditorium, with my one question in the hearing 
comments highlighted near the end of the essay. 

I fully support the comments filed by Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Valley 
Watch, Sierra Club, Citizens Action Coalition, and Earthjustice. 
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1. Specifically who in IDEM is qualified to determine the effects of toxic emissions upon human 
tissue, especially the tissue of growing fetuses, small children, and senior citizens? What are the 
names of these medical authorities, and please include the curriculum vitae for each doctor. If 
IDEM employs no medical authorities to serve as watchdogs to protect public health (as stated in 
IDEM's mission), why not? Who determines this absence? 

2. Can IDEM communicate with ISDH and vice versa regarding linking air and water pollution 
and public health? Explain in detail the grievance process in Indiana for citizens who sincerely 
believe that pollution is the cause of their sick children, cancer clusters, autism, asthma, etc. 

3. What agency in Indiana exists to study why we have such high special education rates, infant 
mortality, etc.? 

4. What specific studies regarding the area's existing special education rates, in many cases 
over twice the national average of 13%, have you conducted to determine the effect of adding 
additional toxic emissions into the air that expectant mothers' will breathe? 

5. What specific studies regarding the area's existing high infant mortality rates, in some cases 
over twice the national average, have you conducted to determine the effect of adding additional 
toxic emissions into the air that expectant mothers' will breathe? 

6. Thirty-four year veteran chemical engineer Randy Vaal is familiar with complex processes in 
the oil and gas industry, having worked in the energy field in Texas for many years. Mr. Vaal 
states that the refinery absolutely will emit the toxic stench of rotten eggs or sulfur. I do not see 
this addressed in the draft. Specifically what does IDEM predict regarding this concern? What 
statement will you stand by? Exactly what existing model currently in operation in the US was 
used to address this concern for area residents and attractions? What models have been used to 
state that the emission of rotten egg smell will have "no significant impact" on the region's health 
and quality of life? Based on your modeling, how will Dale's reputation for the source of stench 
compare to Terre Haute and Hawesville's reputations? 

7. Thermal inversions are a very common weather phenomenon in southwestern Indiana. 
Frequently I see a huge, dark cloud of emissions (not the steam) emitted directly by furniture 
companies' smoke stacks in Jasper downward into the downtown residential area where it 
lingers. Frequently I see the brown plume from Petersburg's massive IPL plant migrate down to 
the earth and linger there. Whole neighborhoods and huge portions of our area are often stuck in 
the middle of these clouds. Pregnant mothers, infant, toddlers, and the elderly especially are 
severely vulnerable during these inversions where they are clearly forced to breathe poisonous 
air. The outcomes in terms of public health are sobering. Disabilities, disease, and death clearly 
can and does happen during these episodes. Exactly how did IDEM account for these common 
thermal inversions in its modeling? Who served as the subjects? What scientific medical 
models/studies did you use to determine that these inversion episodes will cause no harm to 
public health? APA? ALA? etc. 

IN DIANA'S ROLE IN BLINDLY CONTRIBUTING TO GLOBAL CRISIS/ IN DIANA'S 
RECKLESS POLICY, HARMING OUR CHILDREN AND FUTURE GENERATIONS 

8. We are all well aware of the recent dire warnings from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC), the hundreds of scientists within 13 US government agencies (released recently 
by the White House), Indiana institutions of higher learning, including Purdue University, and 
many more agencies--that climate change is real and humans' greenhouse gas emissions are the 
cause, and to avoid catastrophic results, we must immediately reduce our greenhouse gas 
emissions. Given that this refinery would release 2.2 million tons of the greenhouse gas CO2 and 
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other gases into our world's atmosphere, how can you justify to Indiana's taxpayers, whom you 
are commissioned to protect, stating that this refinery would have "no significant impact"? 

ECONOMY, TOURISM, POPULATION GROWTH 

9. A local study by neighboring businessman Blake Voges, using online sources and figures 
shared by human resource officials within area companies, shows that Riverview will emit up to 
10,000 tons of air pollution per employee per year. Masterbrand is 6.6 tons per employee, Toyota 
is 1 .4 tons, and Waupaca is 670 tons. To what extent does IDEM take this incredible ratio into 
account when issuing permits to pollute? Please explain how IDEM and the state of Indiana can 
justify an out-of-state company emitting such exorbitant amounts of pollution per employee. Is 
there any amount per employee that IDEM would not approve? 

10. Since the AEP power plant in Rockport was built in the 1980s, according to census records, 
the Rockport population has decreased, even though citizens were promised an economic boon 
by company officials and local and state politicians. How will Riverview Energy's refinery affect 
local real estate values, specifically towns like Dale, St Henry, Ferdinand, and Mariah Hill? 
Exactly what models and methodology have you used to determine this effect? Were the effects 
of AEP and AK Steel on their residential real estate values in and near Rockport included in your 
methodology? These companies' effect on the surrounding population would provide valuable 
baseline data, which I do not see it the draft permit 

11. Steckler Grassfed is an organic farm located about one mile downwind from Riverview 
Energy's proposed site. For health reasons, many local and regional customers rely on this farm 
for our dairy and meat products, the only farm of its kind in the region. Steckler's products 
(cheeses, eggs, etc.) are sold throughout the region. The demand for locally grown, grass fed, 
chemical-free food is growing. Have you consulted with owner Jerry Steckler to discuss the effect 
this refinery will have on his farm's existence and sustainability? Have you discussed grant 
programs that might fund the relocation of his farm, which will likely be out of compliance to be 
organic if the refinery is built? (It would take several years for conventionally farmed land to be 
free of chemicals and certifiable organic.) What models and methodology have you used to 
determine how soon the fallout from the refinery will force him to move because his farm is no 
longer compliant? Will you be taking soil samples before the plant is built to ensure accurate 
baseline data is on record if/when his livestock and products start to suffer after the plant is built? 
Environmental toxins lower milk production and hurt the health of both the cows, sheep, and 
microorganisms in the soil that support organic farming. 

12. According to company online sources, "Thermwood Corporation, located in southern Indiana 
and established in 1969, offers both three & five axis CNC machining centers ideally suited for 
the production, fabrication and trimming of wood, plastics, non-ferrous metals, composites and 
other advanced materials. Thermwood also offers a Large Scale Additive Manufacturing system 
for 3D printing of reinforced thermoplastic composite material suitable for producing industrial 
tooling, masters, patterns, molds, plugs and fixtures for a variety of industries including 
aerospace, automotive, foundry and boating. Thermwood is a US company with distributors 
worldwide and provides extensive and complete support, installation, training, and ongoing 
service." The Thermwood CEO stated last week at the hearing, via his safety engineer, that the 
company, which has been in operation for 40 years and employs 100, will relocate if the refinery 
gets built because of the current shortage of workers and the likelihood of toxic fallout that would 
affect their company, given their very close proximity to the proposed site. What models and 
methodology has IDEM used to determine the overall gains vs losses in area economic 
development? Have IDEM officials communicated with Thermwood officials about the proposed 
refinery location? Has IDEM reached out to Thermwood and/or other longstanding local 
companies to discuss economic impacts upon them? 

13. Nearby amusement park Holiday World, Lincoln State Park, Lincoln Amphitheatre, Lincoln 
Boyhood National Memorial, the Sisters of St Benedict in Ferdinand, St. Meinrad Archabbey, 
historic Fourth Street in Huntingburg, Parklands in Jasper, Hoosier National Forest, Ferdinand 
State Forest, the historic Astra Theatre in Jasper, Sultan's Run Golf Course, area wineries, etc., 
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are all tourism and cultural amenities that bring in millions, perhaps tens of millions of dollars in 
revenue annually. They employ thousands of employees and add significantly to our area's tax 
base. What model(s) has IDEM used to measure the short and long-term economic effect 
Rivervie\1\/s refinery will have upon these area attractions? Is there a refinery built so close to 
amenities like these. Where is it and what have been its economic effects? Has IDEM reached 
out to any of these attractions to build a healthy relationship, given the large scale of the new 
neighbor that Riverview would be? 

14. I am a co-coordinator of the Ferdinand Folk Festival, a free, music, art, environment, and 
wellness festival held annually in September in our beautiful 18th Street Park. Each year--we're 
entering our tenth year--the festival attracts between five and eight thousand people, and tourism 
officials have stated that the event brings in about one million in revenue for area businesses 
each year. Similarly our annual Christkindlmarkt in November attracts even higher numbers. 
Thousands also come out for the annual Rosenvolk German Medieval Festival in October, also 
located in Ferdinand. What promises can you make that Riverview refinery's toxic smell of rotten 
eggs will have no effect on our growing tourism revenue? What models have you used? 

15. What studies or models has IDEM used to determine the financial costs of Rivervie\1\/s 
refinery in terms of families' healthcare and funeral costs if the fallout harms innocent bystanders 
in the region? What recourse will citizens have if/when they are suffering the consequences of 
living near the refinery? 

TRANSPARENCY AND TRUST IN IDEM 

16. Under IDEM's watch, Indiana consistently ranks 44th to 5oth in the nation in toxic emissions 
and nearly as low in health quality. Indiana is stuck at the bottom; it has been there for many 
years. Improving our ranking does not seem to be a priority at all. Given Indiana's standing in the 
nation, what confidence can we place in IDEM officials' honesty and/or competence when officials 
state that this massive refinery will have "no significant impact"? 

17. Why doesn't IDEM install many more air quality monitors in our extremely polluted area? For 
Spencer County, ranked 23rd out of 3,142 counties in air pollution, not to have a series of state
of-the-art monitors for mercury and the many other toxins emitted from our superpolluters 
screams apathy from IDEM. We are not expendable. Our lives and especially our most vulnerable 
children and senior citizens' lives matter. Population numbers are absolutely irrelevant; quantity of 
toxins is all that matters, and IDEM is failing us miserably. How can any new source of pollution 
be carte blanche approved when you do not even have anywhere close to accurate baseline data 
to rely on? 

18. Why was the air monitor near AK Steel removed? 

19. Has IDEM ever not approved a new source of pollution? Please give examples, dates, 
locations. 

20. Are IDEM employees' employment positions in jeopardy if they deny this permit? Please 
explain. 

21. What is IDEM's whistleblower policy if an employee suspects, detects and/or reports alleged 
corruption that can harm public health? What is IDEM's grievance culture and policy? Is it in 
writing? If so, please share it. If an employee suspects or tries to investigate or report anomalies, 
will he or she potentially be fired? 

22. A regional state representative shared with me earlier this year, "The Indiana government is 
not going to investigate what they don't want you to know." Given our bottom dwelling pollution 
and health records, please name any studies initiated by IDEM or the ISDH that have in any way 
investigated the effect of pollution on public health. If IDEM has not conducted studies, given our 
bottom ranking and related health effects, why not? 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan, PE. 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

23. If there are suddenly spikes in childhood cancers, learning disabilities, infant mortality, 
asthma, etc., near Riverview's refinery if built, what recourse, including legal, will citizens have to 
correct the situation and stop the stream of toxins? Please give examples where IDEM has 
helped grieving families if/when their well-known pro-industry permitting process causes harm. 
What role has IDEM played in Franklin, Indiana's health crisis? What is IDEM doing today to 
provide transparency, honesty, answers, comfort, and relief to the grieving families in Franklin? 

24. What cleanup strategy does IDEM have in place if/when the site gets built and the soil and 
water in the neighborhood is contaminated? Who will foot the bill? What if Riverview goes 
bankrupt? 

25. IDEM released an interestingly timed, seemingly random press release on or around October 
29--on the eve of citizens' third (very well-attended) educational forum and the week after citizens 
installed a billboard on I-64--that made the sweeping claim that the refinery would have "no 
significant impact" on public health. [ HYPERLINK "https://www.ibj.com/articles/71190-state-25b
coal-to-diesel-project-wont-harm-air-quality" ]. However, nowhere in IDEM's data are any medical 
authorities cited to back up the claim. Blanket statements are made with apparently no citations, 
no transparent methodology, questionable models used from the other end of the state, and no 
medical authorities qualified to evaluate the effects of specific toxins on human tissue. Why was 
this press release issued when it was, before the Dec. 5 hearing? Secondly, please provide 
references and the scientific methodology used to arrive at the conclusions in the press release. If 
IDEM's conclusions are based upon sound science and fact, IDEM officials should be transparent 
and forthcoming in response to these questions. Basic requirement of COMP 101 requires a 
detailed and accurate list of citations. The public deserves as much from our tax-funded 
agencies. 

26. What effort is IDEM taking to address human-caused climate change? What shift is 
happening within the halls of IDEM? What green initiatives are coming soon? What conservation, 
energy-efficiency, and jobs retraining programs are being initiated by IDEM? In other words, how 
is our tax-payer-funded agency making a positive difference to respond the grave warnings that 
we must reduce our fossil fuel consumption immediately? How is IDEM being a responsive and 
responsibly agency? For example, Ball State University's campus several years ago changed to a 
huge geothermal system to cut the school's emissions, reduce its carbon footprint, and to save 
money and lives in the long run. What year is IDEM's goal for Indiana not to be dependent on 
fossil fuels? 

27. In repeated studies, Indiana's regulations are shown to be among the worst in the nation. It is 
my understanding that there are few toxic dam (such as coal ash ponds) safety requirements, 
including no requirement that dams be designed by a professional engineer, no requirement that 
they be inspected, no reporting requirements, no requirement for inundation maps or emergency 
plans, and no bond requirements. Similarly, it is my understanding that Indiana law fails to protect 
drinking water and surface water from the leaching of toxic chemicals, and that Indiana 
regulations do not require groundwater monitoring or composite liners at all ponds and landfills, 
nor do the regulations prohibit dumping directly into the water table. I am aware of what the 
mothers and citizens are dealing with in Franklin, and their view of IDEM. AK Steel, located just a 
few miles south of Riverview's proposed site, under IDEM's watch or stated another way, with 
IDEM's approval, is the number one polluter of the entire Ohio River, and the Ohio River has 
been the most polluted body of water in the US for the past seven years. Given this reputation, 
how can citizens trust that IDEM is living up to its mission to protect the environment and to 
protect public health? 

28. Does Greg Merle's website for Riverview Energy [ HYPER LINK 
"http://www.riverviewenergy.com"] concern IDEM officials? Given the massive scale and 
newness of this technology, does the extremely sparse information about the science, 
methodology, investors, etc., on Mr. Merle's website give IDEM officials pause? Does the 
website's shortness and simplicity raise any red flags that Mr. Merle might not be able to pull off a 
high-tech, never-before-been-built-in-the-western-hemisphere coal-to-diesel refinery? It's 
disconcerting that citizens should trust a person (and permitting agency) to a state-of-the-art 
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facility when the company president cannot even afford to build a state-of-the-art website. Our 
website [ HYPER LINK "http://www.noc2d.com"], created entirely by volunteers at little cost, by 
comparison is more professional and more in depth. 

PART TWO--COMMENTS AND QUESTION SHARED at PUBLIC HEARING on DEC 5, 2018 

!DEM'S RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT OUR CHILDREN FROM POLLUTION, REDUCE 
SPECIAL ED AND ILLNESS RATES: 
URGENT AND IMMEDIATE NEED FOR ROOT-CAUSE-ANALYSES, NEED FOR 
MORATORIUM ON NEW POLLUTION 

What we don't know can harm us. As an educator, I see an issue that gets little to no attention in 
Indiana, related to one we all care about--the well being of our kids. While many factors can 
contribute to learning disabilities, exposure to pollution during pregnancy and early childhood is 
one of them. Expectant moms and their toddlers can't escape the air they breathe. 

Under your watch, Indiana consistently gets a failing grade--44th to 5oth in air quality--an 
embarrassing 10% or lower. To maintain that your bottom-ranking pollution levels--which you 
intentionally do not even monitor here--and now want to increase--will have "no significant effect" 
on our unborn children and toddlers is illogical, dangerous, and reckless--and you are funded by 
us, the taxpayers. 

We're not talking about a mild allergy or discomfort. We're talking about, for example, a common 
weather pattern here called thermal inversion, that traps emissions close to the ground. We're 
talking about a harmful dose of benzene, methanol, hexane, formaldehyde, or nickel (all 
approved to be released in this permit) into an unsuspecting home in Mariah Hill at week 14 of a 
pregnancy. We're talking about a resulting pervasive disability a child and his or her parents did 
not ask for and do not deserve, that follows one for life, as the child learns to cope. The long-term 
costs of just a few lower IQ points has staggering effects on families, one's quality of life, and our 
state's economy. The research is extensive. 

UNACCEPTABLE SPECIAL EDUCATION RATES 

According to the US government, the percentage of special ed students in our nation's schools is 
13%. 

The Indiana Department of Education released the following special ed numbers from these 
neighboring schools just last year: 

North Spencer, Chrisney Elementary 24% 
Nancy Hanks 21 

South Spencer, Rockport-Ohio 24 

Warrick County schools, Elberfeld 21 
Lynnville 25 

Loge 23 
Warrick County Preschool 97 
Tennyson 30 
Boonville High School 26 

Boonville Middle 23 

Chandler 23 

Mount Vernon High School 22 
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Jr High 21 

West Elementary 30 

Farmersville 30 

North Posey, Elementary 25 

East Gibson, Wood Memorial Jr High 24 
Oakland City Elementary 33 

North Gibson schools, 28, 29, 22, 26 
(Princeton Intermediate 28 
Middle 29 
High School 22 
Primary 26) 

South Gibson, Fort Branch 21 
Owensville 26 

Pike County Winslow 24 

Petersburg 22 
Northeast Dubois, Celestine 21 

Dubois Middle 20 
Elementary 22 

Southwest Dubois, Holland 20 
Jasper, Fifth Street 25 

Washington, Lena Dunn Elementary 28 

and I could go on. 

Again, the national average is 13%. 
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Why in the world would we even consider taking a risk with more pollution with numbers 
like these in this area? Please answer this question. 

To quote Shakespeare in Hamlet, "Something is rotten in the state of Denmark." Well, there's 
something rotten in the state of Indiana. We owe our children answers--an intense, scientific, root 
cause analysis initiated by our elected officials to determine why so many children here, are born, 
through no fault of their own, with an immediate and lifelong disadvantage. 

Deny this permit If Governor Holcomb meant what he said down the road at Santa's Lodge back 
on June 7, when he said we won't do anything to harm public health, deny this permit, and work 
with a new generation of thinkers and innovators to move our state forward--in education, job 
training, healthier work environments, cleaner, sustainable energy, and conservation. 

References 

[ HYPER LINK "https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cgg.asp"] 
[ HYPER LINK "https://www.doe.in.gov/accountability/find-school-and-corporation-data-reports" ] 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation 

Methodologies Used In Determining the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality 
Analysis 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

IDEM, OAQ relies on the scientific expertise of U.S. EPA which sets the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) to be protective of public health and the environment, establishes 
federal regulations to limit or reduce pollution such as Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD), New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), and the National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), and establishes air quality modeling, impact analysis, and 
risk assessment procedures and guidelines. 

Regarding Health and Pollution Monitoring, Data, and Additional Information 

IDEM OAQ has not conducted any specific studies regarding the existing rates of infant mortality 
rates, asthma-related health effects, cancer incidence, or cancer mortality (death) in southern 
Indiana or the effect of addition pollution from this proposed plant would have on these rates. 
IDEM, OAQ performed an air quality analysis for this proposed facility that concluded that the 
proposed facility will not pose a threat to public health or the environment (see Appendix C to this 
ATSD for the revised air quality analysis in its entirety). For a detailed explanation of the 
methodology used in the Air Quality Analysis see Appendix C to this ATSD and IDEM Response 
to General Statement 7 - Emission Factors and Calculation Methodologies Used In Determining 
the Potential to Emit and the Associated Air Quality Analysis. 

The proposed permit requires either stack testing or continuous emissions monitoring (with 
associated record keeping and reporting requirements) for most of the point source emissions at 
the source. The IDEM, OAQ Compliance and Enforcement Branch will observe all stack tests 
and review all stack test protocols and results. Regular inspections, regular stack testing, along 
with compliance monitoring, record keeping and reporting, will allow IDEM, OAQ to determine if 
Riverview is in continuous compliance with all air permit terms and conditions. 

In addition, the impact of air pollution emissions from this proposed plant to ambient air pollution 
levels in southwest Indiana will be monitored as part of IDEM, OAQ"s ambient air monitoring in 
southwest Indiana. Information about Indiana's air monitoring system and monitoring results is 
available at [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2346.htm" ]. 
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Other than the stack testing and compliance monitoring required by the proposed permit and 
IDEM, OAQ's ambient air monitoring within southwest Indiana, IDEM OAQ is not planning any 
additional air, soil, or water sampling in local areas near this proposed plant. 

The Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH), in conjunction with partners from across the 
state, gathers epidemiological data from local health department assessments, local hospital and 
clinic assessments, and other sources, and from key informant interview data to assess the 
health of Indiana's residents. ISDH collects data and information on births, deaths (including 
cancer and infant mortality), marriages, maternal and child health (including cancer and asthma), 
inpatient hospital discharges/hospitalizations, outpatient hospital discharges, emergency 
department visits, and other public health matters. This data is used by legislators and h ea Ith 
professionals to make critical decisions affecting the health and well-being of the citizens of 
Indiana. ISDH data and reports can be found at the following website: [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/18888.htm" ]. 

Data collected from the US Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) and the Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH) do not indicate 
that the rates of infant mortality, asthma-related health effects, cancer incidence, or cancer 
mortality (death) are profoundly higher in all counties in southwest Indiana as compared to the 
Indiana (state-wide) rates (see IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, 
Health Statistics, and Impact of Additional Air Pollution from this Source). Regarding infant 
mortality in Indiana and southwest Indiana, please see the IDEM Response to Dr. Norma Kreilein 
Comment 1. 

If citizens believe that pollution is the causing sickness, cancer clusters, autism, asthma, infant 
mortality, leaning disabilities, or other illness, please contact the Indiana State Department of 
Health: 

Indiana State Department of Health 
2 North Meridian Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
(317) 233-1325 
Toll Free: 1-800-382-9480 

ISDH provides additional information on cancer clusters at the following website: ([ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/26882.htm" ]): 

Instructions for reporting a suspected cancer cluster in Indiana can be found at the following 
website: [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/files/How"/42oto%20Report%20a%20Suspected%20Cancer%20C1uster_ 
102616.pdf" \t "_blank"] 

Regarding Special Education Rates 

IDEM OAQ has not conducted any specific studies for the existing special education rates in 
southern Indiana or the effect of addition pollution from this proposed plant would have on special 
education rates in southern Indiana. IDEM, OAQ performed an air quality analysis for this 
proposed facility that concluded that the proposed facility will not pose a threat to public health or 
the environment (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised air quality analysis in its entirety). 

The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) maintains special education enrollment data for all 
schools in Indiana. 

The 2017 special education enrollment data provided by the commenter does not represent the 
complete data set for all schools in the southwest Indiana school corporation areas cited (North 
Spencer, South Spencer, Warrick County, Mount Vernon, North Posey, East Gibson, North 
Gibson, South Gibson, Pike County, Northeast Dubois, Southwest Dubois, Jasper, Washington). 
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Members of the public who would like to access complete data with respect to southwest Indiana 
school corporations can go to the following link: 

[ HYPER LINK "https://www.doe.in.gov/sites/defa ult/files/a ccountability/schoo I-enro lime nt-ell
specia l-educatio n-2006-19 .xlsx" ] 

Regarding Infant Mortality 

Regarding infant mortality in Indiana and southwest Indiana, please see the IDEM Response to 
Dr. Norma Kreilein Comment 1. 

The CDC and ISDH data provided in IDEM Response to Dr. Norma Kreilein Comment 1 do not 
support the commenter's claim that the infant mortality rate in southwest Indiana is "twice the 
national average". 

Regarding Thermal Inversions 

Air temperature inversions frequently occur in southern Indiana and mixing heights and stable 
atmospheric conditions are accounted for in the National Weather Service (NWS) surface and 
upper air meteorological data used in the modeling. The meteorological data were preprocessed 
into an AERMOD ready format by the Office of Air Quality (OAQ) using U.S. EPA's AERMET 
Version 16216, meteorological preprocessor for AERMOD. AERMET uses upper air data and 
surface data to capture these boundary layer features which are included in the air dispersion 
model runs that replicate actual meteorological conditions, such as inversions, and predict 
concentrations from modeled sources. 

Regarding Amount of Pollution Per Employee 

IDEM OAQ does not consider or evaluate the amount of air pollution per employee that a 
company will emit For this proposed plant, IDEM OAQ evaluated the potential to emit (PTE) of 
air pollution and performed an air quality analysis. 

Regarding Economic Impact of Proposed Plant Local Area 

IDEM OAQ does not evaluate or have any models to determine whether (or not) a proposed 
facility will have an economic impact on the quality of life, real estate values, farming operations, 
relocation of businesses or families, economic development, area attractions, tourism, families' 
healthcare and funeral costs. IDEM, OAQ performed an air quality analysis for this proposed 
facility that concluded that the proposed facility will not pose a threat to public health or the 
environment (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised air quality analysis in its entirety). 

In addition, IDEM OAQ has not contacted any local businesses or attractions to discuss whether 
(or not) this proposed facility will have an economic impact on their operations. 

Regarding Site Investigations in Franklin, Indiana 

For additional information regarding site investigations (water, soil, and air) in Franklin, Indiana, 
please see the following website: [ HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/cleanups/2417.htm" ]. 

Regarding Former Ozone Monitor Near AK Steel 

As explained in the Addendum to the Technical Support Document (ATSD) for Part 70 Operation 
Permit No. T147-11043-00041 ([ HYPERLINK "https://permits.air.idem.in.gov/11043f.pdf"]) for 
AK Steel Corporation, the ambient ozone monitor that was previous located near AK Steel was 
removed for the following reason: 

AK Steel's original Construction Permit (141-6713-00041) contained appropriate 
monitoring requirements. At the time of issuance, IDEM required that AK Steel 
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operate the required ozone monitor for three complete seasons to determine 
compliance with the NAAQS (National Ambient Air Quality Standards). The 
ozone monitor was located approximately 22 miles northeast of the plant 
(assuming southwest prevailing winds) thus allowing for peak ozone formation 
from the source. Because of AK Steel's close proximity to the Spencer-Perry 
county line, 22 miles northeast put the monitor in Perry County. The monitor 
operated for part of 1998 and the entire ozone seasons of 1999, 2000, and 2001. 
This met the requirement to operate the ozone monitor for three complete ozone 
seasons. Because of this, the monitoring requirements were met and the 
monitoring requirement was discontinued as a result. .. 

Currently, IDEM operates two ozone monitors in Vanderburgh County, three in 
Warrick County, and one in Perry County. Spencer County data for the years 
2000 and 2002 is from a PM-2.5 monitoring site located in Dale, and the data 
used for the attainment demonstration was from the years 2001 and 2003 of 
which the annual average of 14.4ug/M3 was calculated. 

Because of the information above, it is not necessary to employ additional 
monitors in southwestern Indiana, or add new monitoring requirements in this 
Part 70 operating permit. 

Regarding Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change 

IDEM, OAQ has limited authority to regulate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The permit 
includes the PSD Best Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements that limit GHG (C02e) 
emissions in conditions D.3.1 (f)(4), D.4.1 (m), D.5.1 (g), D.7.1 (g), D.9.1 (d), and D.10.1 (h). The 
PSD BACT analysis for GHG emissions is included in Appendix B of this Addendum to the 
Technical Support Document (ATSD). For additional information, see IDEM Response to 
General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change. 

IDEM OAQ has no authority to create any permit limits or measures in excess of what is legally 
required by federal and state rules and regulations, such as requirements to use "green" 
technologies, to use renewable sources of energy such as wind and solar, to implement energy 
conservation or efficiency measures, or to implement waste minimization, reuse, recycling, or 
pollution prevention measures. The Indiana air permitting requirements that are applicable to this 
source are part of our state implementation plan (SIP) that is approved by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Environmental laws are enacted by the Indiana legislature. The 
legislature has also given rule making authority to the Indiana Environmental Rules Board. More 
information about the rulemaking process is available at [ HYPER LINK 
"http://www.in.gov/idem/4087.htm"] on IDEM's Website. 

Regarding IDEM Environmental Programs 

The information provided below summarizes many of environmental programs and activities that 
IDEM manages or participates in that may directly or indirectly help to improve the environment in 
Indiana. 

IDEM promotes pollution prevention activities in businesses and communities throughout the 
state by offering voluntary recognition programs and technical assistance. Pollution prevention 
and other environmental stewardship activities, such as recycling and waste management 
activities, help ensure that Indiana's environment and economy are sustainable for future 
generations. IDEM's Office of Program Support (OPS) manages the following programs: 

• CLEAN Community Challenge 
• Environmental Stewardship Program (ESP) 
• Governor's Awards for Environmental Excellence 
• Household Hazardous Waste Management 
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• Indiana E-Cycle and Recycling Market Development Program 
• Partners for Pollution Prevention (including Quarterly Meetings and an Annual Pollution 

Prevention Conference) 
• Toxics Release Inventory 
• Unwanted Medicine Collections 

Additional information on these programs is available at the following website: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/idem/prevention/"] 

In addition, IDEM's Compliance and Technical Assistance Program (CTAP) was established to 
help Indiana businesses achieve compliance with environmental regulations and help businesses 
to identify opportunities for energy conservation/efficiency and waste minimization, reuse, 
recycling, and pollution prevention. IDEM's CTAP provides a free training entitled "Environmental 
Education for Regulated Entities (E101)" to assist environmental managers in understanding 
current state and federal environmental regulations, determine how they are applied to Indiana 
businesses, and demonstrate how to implement practices that assist environmental sustainability 
efforts, including pollution prevention. Information on this training is available at the following 
website: [ HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/ctap/2471.htm" ]. 

Finally, IDEM also manages or participates in several environmental programs/activities, 
including but not limited, to the following: 

• Year-round participation in various environmental conferences and meetings 
• Year-round participation in public meetings on various environmental issues 
• Year-Round Environmental Presentations for School and Organizations ([ HYPER LINK 

"https://www.in.gov/idem/iee/2340.htm" ]) 
• Earth Day Booths and School Classroom Presentations ([ HYPERLINK 

"https://www.in.gov/idem/iee/2418.htm" ]) 
• IDEM education and information booth at the Indiana State Fair 
• Hoosier Riverwatch ([ HYPER LINK "http://www.hoosierriverwatch.com/"]) 
• Pollution Prevention Week ([ HYPER LINK 

"https://www.in.gov/idem/ppp/files/featured_2018_proclamation.pdf"]) 
• Indiana Clean Yard Program ([ HYPER LINK 

"https://www.in.gov/idem/landquality/2470.htm"]) 
• Northwest Indiana Partners for Clean Air (PCA) ([ HYPERLINK 

"https://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2587.htm"]) 

Denial of a Permit Application 

If information provided by an applicant in an air permit application, including any additional 
information request by IDEM OAQ during review and processing of the application, is sufficient to 
determine a source's potential to emit (PTE) air pollution and applicable state and federal rules, 
regulations, and requirements, and the application information indicates that that the Permittee 
will be able to comply with all permit requirements, IDEM is required by law to issue the air 
permit. 

Pursuant to Indiana Administrative Code (IAC) 326 IAC 2-1. 1-8U) and 326 IAC 2-1. 1-8(k), IDEM 
OAQ may deny a permit application if it is determined to be incomplete because an applicant fails 
to submit requested information to IDEM OAQ within the timeframes specified 326 IAC 2-1. 1-8U), 
an applicant fails to submit applicable permit application fees within the timeframes specified 326 
IAC 2-1. 1-8U), or if the application contains provisions that are not consistent with applicable rules 
or laws. 

In response to the commenter's question, IDEM OAQ employees' employment positions are not 
in jeopardy if a permit is denied pursuant to the provisions of 326 IAC 2-1. 1-8U) and/or 
326 IAC 2-1.1-8(k). 
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Below are example permit applications that were denied by IDEM OAQ: 

• Application 029-38375-00005 ([ HYPER LINK "https://permits.air.idem.in.gov/38375f.pdf" 
]) was denied on August 25, 2017, because the application was determined to be 
incomplete and the applicant failed to submit requested information to IDEM OAQ within 
the timeframes specified 326 IAC 2-1.1-80). 

• Application 081-33655-00057 ([ HYPER LINK "http://permits.air.idem.in.gov/33655F.PDF" 
]) was denied on March 21, 2014, because the application was determined to be 
incomplete (response for additional information was not adequate) and applicant had 
applied for wrong permit level. 

• Application 085-29737-00122 ([ HYPER LINK "https://permits.air.idem.in.gov/29737f.pdf" 
]) was denied on September 17, 2012, because the application was determined to be 
incomplete (response for additional information was not adequate) and the applicant 
failed to submit requested information to IDEM OAQ within the timeframes specified 326 
IAC 2-1.1-80). 

Regarding State of Indiana Whistleblower Laws 

State of Indiana laws related to whistleblowers are codified under Indiana Code IC 4-15-10 (State 
Employees' Bill of Rights). Specific sections of this law that are applicable to whistleblowers 
include, IC 4-15-10-1, IC 4-15-10-4, IC 4-15-10-5, and IC 4-15-10-6: 

IC 4-15-10-1 Definitions 
Sec. 1. As used in this chapter: 
"Agency" means any state administration, agency, authority, board, bureau, commission, 

committee, council, department, division, institution, office, service, or other similar 
body of state government created or established by law. However, the term does not 
include state colleges and universities. 

"Appointing authority" means the individual or group of individuals who have the power by 
law or by lawfully delegated authority to make appointment to a position in an 
agency. 

"Employee" means an employee of an agency except an elected official. 
"Supervisor" means an individual who oversees the daily activity of an employee. 
As added by Acts 1981, P.L.36, SEC.2. 

IC 4-15-10-4 Protection of employees reporting violations of state or federal laws 
Sec. 4. (a) Any employee may report in writing the existence of: 

(1) a violation of a federal law or regulation; 
(2) a violation of a state law or rule; 
(3) a violation of an ordinance of a political subdivision (as defined in IC 36-1-2-13); 

or 
(4) the misuse of public resources; 

to a supervisor or to the inspector general. 
(b) For having made a report under subsection (a), the employee making the report may 

not: 
(1) be dismissed from employment; 
(2) have salary increases or employment related benefits withheld; 
(3) be transferred or reassigned; 
(4) be denied a promotion the employee otherwise would have received; or 
(5) be demoted. 

(c) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and (b), an employee must make a reasonable 
attempt to ascertain the correctness of any information to be furnished and may be 
subject to disciplinary actions for knowingly furnishing false information, including 
suspension or dismissal, as determined by the employee's appointing authority, the 
appointing authority's designee, or the ethics commission. However, any state 
employee disciplined under this subsection is entitled to process an appeal of the 
disciplinary action under the procedure as set forth in IC 4-15-2.2-42. 
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(d) An employer who violates this section is subject to criminal prosecution under IC 35-
44.2-1-1. 

As added by Acts 1981, P.L.36, SEC.2. Amended by P.L. 17-1984, SEC.1; P.L.32-1987, 
SEC.1; P.L.5-1988, SEC.25; P.L.9-1990, SEC.11; P.L.222-2005, SEC.21; P.L.6-2012, 
SEC.13; P.L. 126-2012, SEC.12. 

IC 4-15-10-5 Exercise of rights; penalties prohibited 
Sec. 5. No employee shall suffer a penalty or the threat of a penalty because the 

employee exercised the employee's rights under this chapter. 
As added by Acts 1981, P.L.36, SEC.2. Amended by P.L.215-2016, SEC.Bl. 

IC 4-15-10-6 Limitation of rights and remedies prohibited 
Sec. 6. Nothing in this chapter shall disparage, impair, or limit any other right or legal 

remedy of an employee. 
As added by Acts 1981, P.L.36, SEC.2. 

Regarding State Employees' Appeals Commission (SEAC) 

If an at-will, unclassified employee believes thats/he was dismissed, demoted, disciplined, or 
transferred in contravention of public policy, the employee can file a complaint to the State 
Employees' Appeals Commission (SEAC) pursuant to the complaint procedure is enacted at IC 4-
15-2.2-42. The employee must prove that the reason for management's decision is: (1) that the 
employee was in a protected class, and unlawfully discriminated or retaliated against under 
federal or state law, (2) that the employee was exercising a federal or state statutory right (such 
as filing a worker's compensation claim, whistle-blowing, or filing a civil service complaint); or (3) 
fulfilling a federal or state statutory duty (such as reporting for jury duty) or refusing to violate a 
pe na I statute. 

IC 4-15-2.2-42 Complaint procedure 
Sec. 42. (a) An employee in the state civil service system may file a complaint concerning 

the application of a law, rule, or policy to the complainant. However, a gubernatorial 
appointee does not have standing to file a complaint under this section. 

(b) A complaint filed under this section must identify the law, rule, or policy that was 
allegedly violated. 

(c) An employee who files a complaint under this section must initiate the complaint 
procedure as soon as possible after the occurrence of the act or condition 
complained of, and not later than thirty (30) calendar days after the date the 
employee became aware, or by the exercise of reasonable diligence should have 
been aware, of the occurrence giving rise to the complaint. An employee who does 
not initiate the complaint procedure within the thirty (30) day period waives the right 
to file that complaint. 

(d) A remedy granted under this section may not extend back more than thirty (30) 
calendar days before the complaint was initiated. 

(e) The following complaint procedure is established: 
Step I: The complainant shall reduce the complaint to writing and present the 
complaint to the appointing authority or the appointing authority's designated 
representative. The appointing authority or designee shall conduct any investigation 
considered necessary and issue a decision, in writing, not later than fifteen (15) 
calendar days after the date the appointing authority receives the complaint. 
Step II: If the appointing authority or the appointing authority's designated 
representative does not find in favor of the complainant, the complainant may submit 
the complaint to the director not later than fifteen (15) calendar days after the date of 
the appointing authority's finding. The director or the director's designee sha II review 
the complaint and issue a decision not later than thirty (30) calendar days after the 
date the complaint is submitted to the director. 
Step Ill: If the employee is not satisfied with the director's decision, the employee 
may submit an appeal in writing to the commission not later than fifteen (15) calendar 
days after the date the employee receives notice of the action taken by the director or 
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the director's designee. The commission shall determine whether all previous steps 
were completed properly and in a timely manner, and, subject to subsection (f), 
whether the employee and subject of the complaint meet the jurisdictional 
requirements. If a procedural or jurisdictional requirement is not met, the commission 
shall dismiss the appeal. If the procedural and jurisdictional requirements have been 
met, the commission shall conduct proceedings in accordance with IC 4-21.5-3. 

(f) An unclassified employee must establish that the commission has subject matter 
jurisdiction to hear the employee's wrongful discharge claim by establishing that a 
public policy exception to the employment at will doctrine was the reason for the 
employee's discharge. The former employee has the burden of proof on this issue. 

(g) In a disciplinary case involving a classified employee, the commission shall defer to 
the appointing authority's choice as to the discipline imposed, if the appointing 
authority establishes that there was just cause for the imposition of the discipline. The 
appointing authority has the burden of proof on this issue. 

(h) Decisions of the commission are subject to judicial review in accordance with IC 4-
21.5-3. 

(i) An employee who is suspended or terminated after a hearing held by the state ethics 
commission is not entitled to use the procedure set forth in this section. An employee 
who seeks further review of a suspension or termination imposed by the state ethics 
commission must seek judicial review of the state ethics commission's decision in 
accordance with IC 4-21.5-3. 

As added by P.L.229-2011, SEC.56. 

The State Employees' Appeals Commission (SEAC) is established by statute (IC 4-15-1.5) and 
its Commission Members are appointed by the Governor. SEAC impartially and fairly hears 
qualified state employees' appeals under the Civil Service System (IC 4-15-2.2). Employees in 
the state civil service, except those exempt or appointed by the governor, may file a complaint 
concerning the application of a law, rule, or policy to that employee. The complaint must identify 
the law, rule, or policy allegedly violated, the facts supporting the allegation, and the remedy the 
employee is requesting. More information on the SEAC is available at the following websites: 

• [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/seac/"] 
• [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/seac/2328.htm"] 
• [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/spd/files/SEAC_Policy_Statement.pdf"] 

Regarding IDEM Compliance and Enforcement 

IDEM, OAQ encourages residents to contact an IDEM, OAQ compliance inspector if they witness 
or have evidence of any compliance related concerns with this operation. An IDEM OAQ 
compliance inspector will investigate complaints, perform any necessary observations or 
inspections of the source, determine if a violation of a permit term or condition has occurred, take 
appropriate action when a violation is observed, and initiate any necessary actions to bring to 
source back into compliance with applicable permit conditions and state and federal rules and 
regulations. The current compliance inspector for each county in Indiana can be found at the 
following website: [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2418.htm" ]. The current IDEM 
OAQ compliance inspector for Spencer County is Daniel Roos, who may be contacted by 
telephone at (812) 380-2309 or toll free (888) 672-8323 an ask for Daniel Roos or by e-mail at 
droos@idem. IN .gov. 

If the commenter or citizens have complaints and issues with the source with respect to 
compliance with its air permit, complaints can be submitted to IDEM three (3) different ways: 

1. Online at: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/5274.htm" ]; 
2. Through the Complaint Coordinator at (800) 451-6027 ext 24464; or 
3. By printing, completing, and mailing a paper-based Complaint Submission Form 

(Available under Agency Forms at: [ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/5157.htm"]) 
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IDEM, OAQ and U.S. EPA inspections are unannounced. IDEM, OAQ normally inspects major 
sources on an annual basis. IDEM, OAQ will make more frequent inspections on a case-by-case 
basis based on the compliance history of the source and any public complaints received. During 
an inspection, the IDEM, OAQ inspector will perform a records review, and inspect the facility 
operations, to determine if the source is in compliance with all air permit terms and conditions. 
Regular inspections, regular stack testing, along with compliance monitoring, record keeping and 
reporting, will allow IDEM, OAQ to determine if Riverview is in continuous compliance with all air 
permit terms and conditions. If noncompliance with any air permit condition is detected, IDEM, 
OAQ has a wide range of enforcement options including warnings, civil penalties, criminal 
charges and, in extreme cases, an injunction to cease operations at the facility. 

Regarding IDEM Investigation and Cleanup Program 

If there are accidental spills, leaks, or instances of improper disposal and handling of pollutants 
that results in contaminated land, water, and air at this proposed plant, the contamination must be 
assessed and either cleaned up or effectively managed to eliminate or prevent risk to human 
health or further degradation to the environment. 

IDEM Office of Land Quality (OLQ) oversees investigation and cleanup actions at sites where 
contaminants have or may have been released. OLQ employs a variety of investigation and 
cleanup programs in partnership with other state agencies, municipalities, federal agencies, or 
responsible parties to investigate, assess, manage, and/or clean up contaminated properties 

Additional information on IDEM OLQ's Investigation and Cleanup Programs can be found at the 
following website: [ HYPER LINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/cleanups/2332.htm" ]. 

Regarding Newspaper Article 

other than the public notice for the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating 
Permit ([ HYPERLINK "https://permits.air.idem.in.gov/39554d.pdf"]) that was published in The 
Journal-Democrat, Spencer, Indiana on October 24, 2018, and the public hearing 
announcements posted to IDEM's website calendar ([ HYPERLINK 
"https://calendar.in.gov/site/idem/"]) for a public hearing on November 29, 2018 (subsequently 
rescheduled), and a rescheduled public hearing on December 5, 2018, no other "press releases" 
were released by IDEM. 

News media articles and stories about the proposed plant, the draft permit, the public notice 
period, and the public hearing often cited information that was contained in the draft permit 
documents, the notice of public hearing, and notice of public comment, all of which were made 
available on IDEM's website at the following link: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://permits.air.idem.in.gov/39554d.pdf" ]. IDEM had no control over the timing of these news 
media articles and stories. 

During 2018 and 2019, I DEM has received several media inquiries about this proposed plant and 
the draft permit and IDEM has responded to those media inquiries. 

Regarding RiverviewWebsite 

IDEM, OAQ does not have legal authority to deny an air permit based on whether a permit 
applicant has a company website or based on the amount of information a permit applicant 
includes on their company's website. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Ms. Jane A. Schipp Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Jane A. Schipp of Santa Claus, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Jane A. Schipp Comment 1: 

I am writing regarding the above-referenced permit, awaiting approval with the Indiana 
Department of Environmental Management. I'm sure you are quite aware of the existing pollution 
problems in Southwest Indiana and now, in addition, this permit being considered on the 
proposed Riverview refinery in Dale. This refinery will add a huge amount of pollution and toxins 
in our area. With Spencer County being the 23rd most polluted county in the nation, being named 
#1 certainly is not in our radar. I am asking you, as a fellow Hoosier and human-being, to support 
the residents of our area in opposing this plant. 

I am a member of the Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life (SWICQL). As a member 
of that group, we have canvassed the towns of Dale, Santa Claus, Mariah Hill, St. Meinrad, and 
Ferdinand, have held multiple forums, and convened informational stands at area festivals and 
fairs. What we encountered was an overwhelming support of our group and the stance against 
the construction of this refinery in our already over-polluted area of southwest Indiana. We have 
distributed over 500 lawn signs, received petition signatures in excess of 1400 people and 
received both state and national media attention alerting the public of this monstrosity. Going 
door-to-door has enabled us to take the pulse of the community. While we have encountered 
people who support the plant, in our best estimate, it is 10 to 1 AGAINST the construction of this 
refinery. 

SWICQL is a group of local citizens from all walks of life. We are made up of engineers, 
housewives, doctors, retirees, accountants, etc. Though most of the proponents see us as a 
group of "Liberals", we actually are a very balanced group of Republicans and Democrats who 
leave politics aside, and instead, focus on the environmental problems of our area. Various 
members of our group have spent hundreds of hours combing over the permit, researching the 
effects of the various toxic releases on our health and the environment. We have not taken our 
position lightly. What we have found is that the very people elected to oversee the quality of life 
for their constituents have not taken the time to read the permit and/or consult with experts to 
understand the permit and the real effects of each toxic chemical being released. Most of our 
officials have barely read a page (if any) of this complicated permit. We are doing the job of 
IDEM, who is supposed to be protecting the citizens of Indiana from such a toxic, poisonous 
environment. 

I am probably not the typical opponent of a coal plant. I worked in the coal industry for 25 years 
and only resigned my position as CFO two years ago. As everyone in the coal industry will agree, 
wages in the coal industry are good. I was making a 6-figure income which is not so easy to come 
by in Indiana. The reason for my resignation? Too much corruption in the coal industry. It gets 
worse all the time. I've seen entire vessels of coal just 'disappear'. I've sat at dinner with energy 
officials who laughed how the "Clean Coal' campaign was the best farce ever created and the 
best money they'd ever spent. I've seen tens of thousands of tons of bottom ash dumped into 
unlined pits, polluting the groundwater, and the toxic run-off pumped into the river in the dark of 
the night. I've seen bribes paid for mining permits and kickbacks given for contracts. I've seen 
vendors cheated out of millions of dollars, only to see hundreds of thousands of dollars pour out 
to political super-PACS (and then reap the benefits of those contributions in million-dollar grants). 
The greed and corruption in the coal industry runs rampant. And I'm quite sure political 
contributions are a huge part of why we have not seen any state officials come out against this 
plant. When the IEDC is sponsored by 5 coal-fired plants and a bank that loans to coal 
companies, you know you're fighting an uphill situation. And, for those that are so opposed to 
welfare, this is an industry that receives in excess of ONE BILLION DOLLARS annually in 
subsidies by the federal and state governments. 
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It is utterly outrageous to read IDEM's statement from late October when they stated this refinery 
'will not have a significant impact on the environment and overall health in the region". I 
guarantee you if you could be held personally libel for providing such a statement, this statement 
would NEVER have been issued. How can you make such a reckless statement when there are 
over 750 TONS of toxic chemicals and 2,200,000 TONS of greenhouse gases being released 
annually by this plant? That doesn't take into consideration the amount of noise, light, and water 
pollution that will be occurring, and all INSIDE the town of Dale. It also doesn't consider that we 
are already polluted beyond reason by the 7 Super-Polluters in our area. It is also outrageous that 
Spencer County, as the #23 most polluted county in the US, has ONE monitor (for PM), despite a 
multitude of requests made over the years to install them. Of course, you are aware of this and 
you are part of the problem. How would you feel if this were your children or elderly parents 
inhaling these poisonous chemicals each and every day for the next 50+ years? We do not 
deserve such treatment. 

I am therefore begging you to rise above the politics, rise above the money, rise above the 
corruption that is surrounding industry today and reject this application. You know, and we know, 
since no plant of this kind exists in the developed world, that most of the calculations in this 
permit are nothing more than supposition and/or monitors based hundreds of miles from Dale. 
The real result will be worse than you are modeling. We are asking you, before issuing this 
permit, to talk to the doctors in our area. The incident of asthma, premature birth, birth defects, 
learning-disabled, cancer, etc., in our children is just alarming. I personally have experienced 
such grief as my 12-year-old cousin died of liver cancer a couple years ago. 

Imagine a 9 year-old, 80 pound child with a 9 pound tumor on his liver. This kid never 
complained, always smiling through his illness and horrendous chemo treatments he had to 
endure. Only to die. He was one of four children in his small county who suffered/died within a 
few years of each other, all of cancer. Coincidence? Not hardly. Do you really want another 
Franklin on your conscience? 

You can surely take a few hours of your time for some additional research before 
offloading a poisonous plant on us for the next 50+ years. This is all in a day's work for 
you - it is truly a life-changing event for us and one our children and grandchildren will 
have to live with for decades to come. 

The economic advantage of 200 additional jobs, creating perhaps $20k in additional income per 
year per employee, CAN NOT override the health of tens of thousands of people in southwestern 
Indiana (and the surrounding states) whose lives depend on clean air, clean water and untainted 
soils to grow food and feed our livestock. 

PLEASE STAND WITH US TO ENSURE THIS PERMIT IS NOT APPROVED. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Jane A. Schipp Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 
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• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM2s, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. John J. Stocker Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. John J. Stocker of Santa Claus, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. John J. Stocker Comment 1: 

I am writing to oppose the issuance of the above-referenced permit application by Riverview 
Energy. IDEM has long denied Spencer County residents the opportunity to compile factual 
information on the quality of the air and water in this county. To base a permit on supposition and 
monitors hundreds of miles away is obviously an erroneous and fraudulent calculation. How can 
IDEM possibly issue this permit without a baseline idea of our air quality (not Evansville, not 
South Bend, not supposition, but Spencer County)? Before a permit can be issued from IDEM on 
the proposed Riverview refinery in Dale, proper monitors MUST be installed in Spencer County. 
This is a disgrace to our integrity, your integrity and to the human lives in our county. 

At a time when an alarming number of international, national and state reports have been issued 
on climate change, how can IDEM just negligently ignore them? Where is the science that backs 
the belief that there is no climate change? Bluffing is an art - not a science. Why don't YOU take 
the lead and assemble a panel from both sides to discuss this issue? It would be quite interesting 
and informative and, I might add, would bring Indiana to the forefront of the debate on climate 
change. Indiana in the spotlight of a worldwide topic! Even though I believe in climate change, I'm 
quite sure it would be a learning experience for both sides of this debate. 

You owe it to us as residents of this county to do your research and do it properly. The IDEM 
mission is to protect human health and the environment. When do you plan to start doing the job 
you were appointed to do for the residents of Spencer County? 

The day that you reach into your heart and your conscience and put an end to the pandering to 
the money and greed in politics and the coal industry is the day the residents of Spencer County 
will finally be protected. 

Please deny this permit until proper research and data has been compiled to properly perform the 
modeling for this refinery. 

IDEM Response to Mr. John J. Stocker Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
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No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Michael Berndt Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Michael Berndt of Bloomington, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ 
on the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. Michael Berndt Comment 1: 

I am writing in opposition to the Riverview application for a coal to diesel processing plant. My 
own family's experience with this process is limited. My father served in the Battle of the Bulge in 
World War II. He did not talk about the war often. One thing I do remember is his stories about 
the buzz-bombs. These early missiles were powered by fuel processed from coal by the Nazis. 
Wikipedia states that over ninety percent of Nazi Germany's fuel was from this dirty source. 
Thinking about my father's part in the victory over the Axis powers, I wonder what possible 
expediency would warrant subjecting Hoosiers to the sulfur smell and particulate poisons of a 
major refinery, in an already high-pollution area? Why would RivervievJs profits justify the 
economic harm such a plant would occasion on the tourist industry which annually brings 
thousands to Holiday World and the Lincoln Boyhood Home State Park? Since we are not, as a 
country, involved in a war that hinges on fossil -fuel shortages, I must conclude that the 
devastation RivervievJs plant would have on the children and wildlife in the area is simply an 
economic decision. The health effects from this plant may continue to develop long after 
Riverview has reaped their profits and left the area. By that time, they will have won their 
economic war against the local economy and natural ecosystem integrity. The next generation of 
Southern Indiana will have lost. To consider an analogy from the tobacco industry, the dangers 
of this course of action are known. The permitting process can be viewed as the part where the 
cigarette is lit and put to the mouth. Of course in a fascist system, such as the Third Reich, 
regulatory agencies serve only to rubber-stamp the ambitions of the military-industrial complex. 
hope you will consider the repercussions of this permit and tell Riverview to take their 
unnecessary, toxic project somewhere else. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Michael Berndt Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 2 - Particulate Matter 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Mr. Jim Gregory Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Jim Gregory of Birdseye, Indiana, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the 
draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

EPA-RS-2019-006986 _ 0000283 



Riverview Energy Corporation 
Dale, Indiana 
Permit Reviewer: Douglas Logan. PE. 

Mr. Jim Gregory Comment 1: 

Page [PAGE] of [ NUMPAGES] 
ATSD for TVOP No. 143-39554-00065 

My name is Jim Gregory and I am from Dubois County, Indiana, right next to Spencer County, 
Indiana. I attended Hanover College graduating in 2010, I work for Humana Inc. in Louisville, KY 
in data science, and I am a proud Hoosier! I am writing to your agency to ask you to not approve 
the Air Quality permit for Riverview Energy Corporation in Spencer County, Indiana. 

[ HYPER LINK "https://www.epa.gov/toxics-release-inventory-tri-program"] Indiana is ranked the 
third highest out of all fifty-six States and territories in toxic releases and Spencer County is 
ranked the twenty-third most polluted county in toxic releases in the entire country. Achieving 
these high scores is not something to be proud of and to approve this coal-to-diesel plant would 
undoubtedly raise air pollution for our region even higher. There is no scientifically plausible way 
to claim that a plant of this size (over 550 acres) and with an infrastructure that would cost over 
$2.5B8 would not push Spencer County, my community, even further up the EPA's Toxic 
Release Inventory. 

Also according to the EPA, [ HYPER LINK "https://www3.epa.gov/airqualitylgreenbookltbca.html" 
], which, as you probably know, means they are in violation with federal air standards for sulfur 
dioxide. In your permit, in Appendix A, I have observed the emissions released by this power 
plant before and after control measures are put into place. One item that stands out in particular 
is the instance of sulfur dioxide emission which does not reduce after control mechanisms are put 
in place, but actually is the only emission that increases from 208 tons to 225 tons per year. 
Which seems to indicate that there are no controls for this air pollutant which the nearby region is 
already in violation of federal standards. How is this region to reduce Sulfur Dioxide emissions to 
such an extent which would bring this region back into "attainment" status if emissions in this area 
do not reduce overtime? Your permit would allow for emissions of SO2 to increase by hundreds 
of tons. Furthermore, most importantly, the effects that SO2 have on children's developing 
respiratory system and those most vulnerably in our communities would lead to more 
burdensome healthcare costs within our government and do our community irreversible harm as 
disease rates increase further. 

As a U.S. Army veteran and a proud American who has served our country, I am also in total 
understanding of how important it is that we continue to prosper economically in order to compete 
globally. I am not against industry developments in general. In my opinion, this power plant that 
proposes to boil coal infused with various compounds until it will result in the production of diesel 
fuel and sulfur by-product is in the opposite direction that our country should be headed. Further 
supporting burning pre-historic dinosaur remains that were once trapped under the earth's 
surface isn't going to be a viable future option in the face of a rapidly changing global economy 
that is becoming ever more efficiency driven and automated. The future freight of this country will 
not be running on diesel, [ HYPERLINK "http:/iscience.dodlive.mil/2015/08/12/militarys-shift
toward-renewable-energy/" ]and has been becoming increasingly less dependent on fossil fuels 
as they are a significant threat to security on the battlefield (I was a petroleum supply officer). 

However, I know that your agency is not in the role to determine what is and is not economically 
viable, so I ask you to consider your role in protecting the health and safety of Indiana residents. 
There are numerous reports already regarding the high rate of diseases in and around Spencer 
County, Indiana. By allowing the permit of this power plant to move forward, you will contribute to 
the premature deaths of residents living in this area. I would speculate that the 225 jobs that 
some in the community would celebrate would be eventually foreshadowed by the many more 
hundreds of premature deaths caused by the addition of thousands of tons of extra air pollutants 
and other hazardous matter released into the surrounding atmosphere. 

If allowed to move forward, I am ready and willing to support every effort both in my free time and 
in financial contribution to support the organizations that will challenge this facility's development 
in the nearby community. I really hope that is does not come to this and that IDEM will do what is 
in the best interests for our community's health and wellbeing and set precedent for a more 
balanced standard of industry emissions which will move Indiana and her people into the future of 
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industry which will generate prosperity for our community while not robbing us of clean air to 
breath. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Jim Gregory Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 
for Spencer County 

'With regard to the commenter's question about the effect of emissions from the source on 
nonatlainms,nt areas 40-50 km Northwest of Dale, IDEM's modeling analysis shows th,, 1-hour 
SO2 impacts from Riverview show a significant concentration gradient from the maximum 
modeled impact, v1,nich occurs iust v,10st of th,, proposed facility location. The modeled 
conrnntrations decrease from this location and modeled impacts from Riverview at Daviess 
County (Veale Township) and Pike County (Washington Township'! are no! expeded to be 
significant in and around the 1 .. hour SO£ nonattainment area. It should be noted that monitoring 
values at Pike and Daviess County SO~ monitors have decreased dramatically over the past 
several years and are now attaining the 1-hour SO:· standard. 

With regard to the commenter"s question about controlled and uncontrolled sulfur dioxide 
emissions, IDEM, OAQ considers this to be the same as one of the points in Earthjustice 
Comment 2. Please see IDEM Response to Earthjustice Comment 2, particularly the second 
bullet point l!}th,Hce-srensebelowth,, paragraph that begins. "The magnitude of uncontrolled ... ". 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Dr. Norma Kreilein Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Dr. Norma Kreilein of Jasper, Indiana, submitted comments to I DEM, OAQ on 
the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Dr. Norma Kreilein Comment 1: 

I fully support the comments filed by Southwestern Indiana Citizens for Quality of Life, Valley 
Watch, Sierra Club, Citizens Action Coalition, and Earthjustice. 

There is a lack of scientific integrity in IDEM permitting and surveillance, as well as a deliberate 
disconnect between air/water/environmental pollution and the effect it has on children and their 
development. 

Although I am a physician, I should not have to explain the science of how children are harmed. 
However, one study showed that only 6 hours of moderate metropolitan air pollution produced 
brain changes in mice consistent with autism and early schizophrenia ([ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4154204/" ]). Autism clusters with pollution, not 
vaccines ([ HYPERLINK 
"https://journals.plos.org/ploscompbiol/article?id=10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003518" ]). California 
researchers demonstrated a 25% drop in prematurity after coal fired power plants were closed, 
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and the effect was the most pronounced within a couple miles of the plant ([ HYPER LINK 
"https://academic.oup.com/aje/article/187/8/1586/4996680" ]). 

Your department refused to meet with me for many months, then did nothing even though you 
know that you don't have health experts, and you know that the Health department cannot even 
talk about pollution. Instead, in places like Franklin, you average the hot spot out so that you 
don't have to call it a cluster. Loopholes are consistently used in Indiana to hide the effects that 
pollutants are having on our children. 

California 4.2 and New York 4.5, New Jersey 4.1 Massachusetts 3.9, have been able to lower 
their infant mortality to just over half of Indiana's which has been stuck at 7.5. Those states have 
an opiate crisis and large urban areas, but have had aggressive environmental initiatives ([ 
HYPERLINK 
"https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/infant_mortality_rates/infant_mortality.htm" ]). 
Indiana refuses to even consider pollution in its infant mortality work, despite the fact that Indiana 
ranks basically rock bottom among 50 states on air and water quality. Pollutants profoundly 
affect placentas, as well as the brain development of the child attached to that placenta. 

My first paper on Indiana's corrupt environmental and the deliberate disconnect between pollution 
and infant mortality was published by the Catholic Medical Association in 2014 ([ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4434791/" ]). My second paper was published by 
the Section on Bioethics of the American Academy of Pediatrics in 2015. My third paper on 
Flaws in Indiana Air Quality Science, YOUR SCIENCE, was approved by the Scientific 
Committee, then exhibited and published by the 2016 International Congress of Pediatrics ([ 
HYPER LINK "http://www.ipa2016.com/cfm/index.cfm?AF= Download&AA=202, 1955&AD= DI File" 
]). 

I was notified this past week that my article on the lack of scientific integrity of Indiana 
Government regarding this plant and the governor's statement that health would not be 
jeopardized, was accepted for presentation at the 2019 International Congress of Pediatrics in 
Panama City, Panama. 

It is unconscionable that IDEM maintains such an adversarial relationship to medical providers 
and remains cozy and assistant to industry which flagrantly pollute our young. I would like to see 
the responses to Rock Emmert's questions as well as the following: 

I would like a response to the following questions and fallacies in IDEM policy and procedure: 

1. This company cannot demonstrate compliance with existing regulations without meaningful 
monitoring in place by the state to actually assess exposure. Current modeling did not fully utilize 
regional monitors. In order to comply, the full exposure to children of regional air pollution must 
be integrated to monitored health benchmarks, otherwise individuals are not protected and IDEM 
is failing its mission. Please comment on how I DEM will integrate health measures and increase 
monitoring to assure compliance. 

2. Please explain how production of hazardous air pollutants has no impact on the health of the 
public. 

3. Please explain how IDEM assisting with permit application while having no health experts 
constitutes protecting the public. 

4. Flawed science is not science. Governor Holcomb stated that health would not be jeopardized 
and the release of HAZARDOUS air pollutants without OBJECTIVE monitoring and health 
surveillance constitutes harm to children. The exposure and ultimate harm of children and elderly 
in the immediate vicinity of this plant is not mitigated by the modeling scenarios presented. 

5. Why does your agency actively assist polluting industries and fail to address, in a meaningful 
way, the concerns of scientists and medical professionals? Please provide actual statements 
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from health professionals as well as citations to back up the statement made by IDEM that this 
plant will not significantly impact health. 

Franklin, IN, is sadly a typical example of serious consequences of longstanding pollutant 
exposure and manipulation of data. The current concentration of coal-fired power plants 
constitutes another serious harm to the health of thousands of children. 

Speaking as a scientist who has actually succeeded in publishing several times on the myriad 
flaws in IDEM and ISDH science, I find this plant appalling, as well as the measures already 
taken to ensure its construction over the health of children. All children are vulnerable to the 
effects of pollution, and it is a mathematical certainty that children in the region are already 
disproportionately burdened. This situation needs to be remedied by acknowledging the toxicity 
of pollution in a meaningful way. 

IDEM Response to Dr. Norma Kreilein Comment 1: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

Regarding Site Investigations in Franklin, Indiana 

For additional information regarding site investigations (water, soil, and air) in Franklin, Indiana, 
please see the following website: [ HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/idem/cleanups/2417.htm" ]. 

The Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH) gathers data about cancer in Indiana by way of 
the Indiana State Cancer Registry in order to conduct epidemiologic surveys of cancer and to 
apply appropriate preventive and control measures. Information on the Indiana State Cancer 
Registry can be accessed from the following website: [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/24968.htm" ]. Information on cancer clusters can be found at the 
following website: [ HYPERLINK "https://www.in.gov/isdh/26882.htm"] 

Regarding Infant Mortality 

The infant mortality data cited by the commenter, which can be found at [ HYPER LINK 
"https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/sosmap/infa nt_mortality _rates/infa nt_morta lily. htm" ] (U.S. 
Department Of Health & Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National 
Center for Health Statistics), indicates that in 2017 there were 24 states that had an infant 
mortality rate higher (greater than 6.1 per 1,000 live births) than the U.S. average rate (5.8 per 
1,000 live births): Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, West Virginia, and 
Wisconsin. The state-wide Indiana 2017 average infant mortality rate was 7.3 per 1,000 live 
births. 
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Infant mortality data for southwest Indiana is provided in the 2017 Indiana Infant Mortality and 
Birth Outcomes Fact Sheet for Southwestern Hospital Region (Indiana State Department of 
Health, Division of Maternal and Child Health) at the following website: 
[ HYPERLINK 
"https:l lwww. in .govlisdh/fileslSouthwestern%20Regio n%20I MR %20F act%20Sheet%202017. pdf" 
]. Based on this fact sheet, the 2017 average infant mortality rate in southwest Indiana (6.2 per 
1,000 live births) was slightly higher than the U.S. average rate (5.8 per 1,000 live births), but was 
lower than the state-wide Indiana average rate (7.3 per 1,000 live births). 

It is unlikely that air pollution is the cause for the infant mortality rates in southwestern Indiana. 
Emission rates have been decreasing significantly over time and the infant mortality rates have 
not 

The Labor of Love, a campaign to reduce infant death in Indiana produced by the Indiana State 
Department of Health in cooperation with other organizations, has the following information ([ 
HYPERLINK "https:llwww.in.govllaboroflovel713.htm"]) regarding infant mortality, its common 
causes, and preventive measures: 

What is infant mortality? 

'When a baby dies after taking their first breath, but before he or she reaches their first birthday. 

Whal causes babies to die within the first year, and how can I prevent it? 

The three primary causes of infant mortality are perinatal complications, birth defects and 
SUIDs. 

To help prevent these, follow the tips below: 

Prenatal Care 
Prenatal care begins long before you plan lo become pregnant. Having a healthy baby lakes 
advanced planning. Schedule regular prenatal appointments. maintain a healthy weight, take 
folic acid and avoid tobacco, alcohol and drugs. 

Safe Sleep 
Everyone-caregivers. family members. dads and moms-should practice the ABCs of safe 
sleep. Babies need lo sleep alone. on their back and in a crib. 

Breastfeeding 
Breastfeeding provides vital nutrients for babies and helps moms lose weight. It's best lo 
provide a healthy and positive breastfeeding environment for both morn and baby. 

Stop Smoking 
Smoking or using any drugs can cause the placenta lo restrict or separate causing harm to the 
baby. Secondhand smoke is also dangerous to a baby's health. 

Early Elective Delivery 
Babies aren't fully developed until least 39 weeks of pregnancy. Babies born even a few weeks 
early have the possibility of experiencing serious medical complications. 

Level of Hospital Care 
Talk to your health care provider to make sure that the delive1y facility you choose has the 
proper equipment to deliver your baby. 
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The calculation methodology used to determine the potential to emit of this proposed facility and 
the modeling methodology used to perform the air quality analyses are sufficiently conservative 
for purposes of determining permitting level, applicability of state and federal rules, and the 
impact of the proposed facility on human health and the environment. 

The purpose of the draft PSD/New Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit is to 
document all applicable state and federal rules and regulations related to air pollution (e.g., 
emission limitations and standards) and all applicable control device operating requirements, 
monitoring requirements, testing requirements, and associated record keeping and reporting 
requirements to assure that all permit limitations are enforceable as a practical matter and to 
assure that the source can demonstrate compliance with all applicable state and federal rules on 
a continuous basis. 

IDEM, OAQ relies on the scientific expertise of U.S. EPA which sets the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) to be protective of public health and the environment, establishes 
federal regulations to limit or reduce pollution such as Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD), New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), and the National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), and establishes air quality modeling, impact analysis, and 
risk assessment procedures and guidelines. 

IDEM, OAQ performed an Air Quality Analysis in order to predict the air pollution concentrations, 
travel distances, and resulting impact of Riverviews worst case scenario air pollution emissions 
on the surrounding area. IDEM, OAQ concluded that the proposed facility will not pose a threat 
to public health or the environment (see Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised air quality 
analysis in its entirety). Riverview's modeled results using AERMOD were compared to the 
primary and secondary NAAQS standards and concentrations were found to be at a level that will 
be protective of public health and the environment in the surrounding area. In addition, the 
annual modeled concentrations for each of the hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) was compared to 
their respective cancer unit risk factor (U RF) and non-cancer chronic reference concentration 
(RfC) value and the cumulative risk from HAPs was found to be below the cancer and non
cancerous risk thresholds. The cumulative cancer risk estimate from all HAPs was well below the 
U.S. EPA excess cancer risk threshold of one in ten thousand (1.0E-04) and the cumulative non
cancer health effects were below a Hazard Index (HI) of 1. 

The impact of air pollution emissions from this proposed plant to ambient air pollution levels in 
southwest Indiana will be monitored as part of IDEM, OAQ's ambient air monitoring. Information 
about Indiana's air monitoring system and monitoring results is available at [ HYPERLINK 
"http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2346.htm" ] . 

The Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH), in conjunction with partners from across the 
state, gathers epidemiological data from local health department assessments, local hospital and 
clinic assessments, and other sources, and from key informant interview data to assess the 
health of Indiana's residents. ISDH collects data and information on births, deaths (including 
cancer and infant mortality), marriages, maternal and child health (including cancer and asthma), 
inpatient hospital discharges/hospitalizations, outpatient hospital discharges, emergency 
department visits, and other public health matters. This data is used by legislators and health 
professionals to make critical decisions affecting the health and well-being of the citizens of 
Indiana. ISDH data and reports can be found at the following website: [ HYPERLINK 
"https://www.in.gov/isdh/18888.htm" ]. 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. James R. Farmer Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. James R Farmer, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Mr. James R. Farmer Comment: 

I write to voice my immediate concern for the proposed coal-to-diesel plant in Dale, IN. My 
reasoning is fourfold. First, much scientific research has reported on the serious and critical 
negative effects living near coal plants cause, particularly on children and the elderly. This is not 
new information. Second, health effects will not only be felt by those living near the plant, but by 
other Hoosiers in the airshed, and those beyond. I moved my family out of WV for many reasons, 
but #1 was because of air pollution coming from the coal plants. Third, the process of digging 
and burning coal has numerous negative consequences on the environment - consequences that 
in turn impact human health and our ability to recreate and harvest food (i.e. fish) from rivers and 
lakes. The Indiana Dept of Health has strict recommendations on fish consumption - with these 
limitations largely brought on by the use of coal for energy and its negative impacts on the 
environment. Fourth, with the unmistakable and clear scientific consensus on climate change -
adding another coal plant to the landscape is irresponsible and an injustice to humanity. I would 
much rather my children inherit a larger deficit than a planet unfit to live on. Purdue's Climate 
Change Research Center has damming evidence that we will be impacted by climate change. 
Adding another coal plant will only contribute to an antiquated economy that continues to haunt 
us and more greenhouse gas emissions. 

I write this letter as a father of young children that will be faced with a world changing faster than 
anything our civilization has ever witnessed. Please be part of the solution. While this plant my 
meet all current regulations - it doesn't make it right. Slavery was still wrong even before it was 
abolished. Women's right to vote, or lack thereof, was a travesty before suffrage was successful. 
We need brave leaders to spot injustice on moral grounds and make the just decision. 

I would be happy to discuss the matter with you. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

IDEM Response to Mr. James R. Farmer Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 
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Mr. Jerry Stewart Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Mr. Jerry Stewart, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Mr. Jerry Stewart Comment: 

I am writing today to express my opposition to the Riverview Energy coal to diesel plant that is 
under consideration for Dale IN. 

I oppose this plant for so many reasons: 
• The effects on the health of residents in the area from the many tons of hazardous 

chemicals that will be released by this plant. 
• The pollution that will settle into our water, our soil, our bloodstreams. 
• The effects of these hazardous pollutants on the area wildlife and livestock. 
• This plant is not economically feasible or sustainable. It is doomed to fail and the 

residents in our area will be left with a toxic waste dump. 
• Kellogg Brown & Root (KBR) is the main company behind this venture. KBR has already 

proven a blatant disregard for human life. 
• Riverview Energy is just a front for a coal marketer. Once they get this plant up and 

running so they can market the coal, the plant will change hands again and again until it 
will finally go bankrupt. None of the companies will be responsible for the environmental 
damages or the damages to our health. 

Please deny the Riverview Energy air permit. 

IDEM Response to Mr. Jerry Stewart Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Carol Stewart Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Carol Stewart, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Carol Stewart Comment: 

My family and I are opposed to the coal to diesel refinery that Riverview Energy is planning to 
build on the northern edge of Dale IN. 

According to the air permit application, Riverview Energy is planning to release many, many tons 
of deadly chemicals into our atmosphere. This deadly pollution will be added to the air pollution 
already covering our region from AK Steel, the AEP power plant in Rockport, and the other coal
fired plants in neighboring counties. 

I read that IDEM released a preliminary report that there would not be a significant impact on the 
air quality and the overall health in our region. It is my understanding that IDEM based this 
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finding on air quality monitors that are in South Bend IN. That is on the extreme opposite end of 
the state! How can I DEM possibly base such an important decision on such skewed information? 

Please do the right thing for the Hoosiers who reside in the Southwestern Indiana region. Please 
deny the Riverview Energy air permit. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Carol Stewart Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM 25 , and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Lisa Gogel Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Lisa Gogel, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Lisa Gogel Comment: 

I am a resident of Spencer County in southwestern Indiana. I respectfully request that you deny 
air permit application T147-39554-00065 submitted by Riverview Energy Corp. 

My husband and I are the parents of a young son with another child on the way. We and our 
entire family live within 5 miles of the proposed plant. Because young children are the most 
susceptible to the hazardous pollutants that will be released by this plant, I am very concerned 
about the effects this plant will have on the health of my children, and all of my family. 

I read that IDEM released a draft permit stating there would be "no significant impact" on the air 
quality and overall health in our region. Since there are no air-quality monitors in the Dale area, 
what are you basing your "no significant impact" judgment on? As I understand it, some of the 
measurements in your ill-advised judgment came from monitors in South Bend IN, along the 
northernmost border of Indiana. South Bend is about as far away as you can possibly get from 
Dale and still be in Indiana. 

Southern Indiana is already surrounded by 4 of the worst super-polluters in the nation. The U.S. 
EPA ranked Spencer County 23rd for toxic emissions among all 3,142 counties in the country in 
its Toxic Release Inventory. In 2016, Indiana released more toxic chemicals than 44 other states. 
We absolutely do not need or want another super-polluter in Spencer County, or anywhere else in 
Southern Indiana. 

This plant will emit many, many tons of additional contaminants into our atmosphere, which will 
most definitely settle into the soil and will affect vegetation which, in turn, will affect wildlife and 
the humans who ingest it. 
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Please take action to protect the health and well-being of the citizens of Southern Indiana, the 
folks you are supposed to protect. 

Please deny air permit application T147-39554-00065. 

IDEM Response to Ms. Lisa Gogel Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 

of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 6 - Air Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 8 - The Validity of Meteorological Data Inputs to 

the AERMOD Dispersion Model 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 9 - Modeling Background Concentrations and 

Monitoring 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 10 - Toxic Release Inventory Data and Ranking 

for Spencer County 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 11 - Regarding Determination that "No significant 

impacts are expected from the proposed facility" 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 12 - Ozone, PM25, and NO2 Monitoring 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Angela Pulley Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Angela Pulley, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit. 

Ms. Angela Pulley Comment: 

I am asking you from the bottom of my heart that you please do not approve the permit for the 
Coal to Diesel plant that is proposed in Dale, IN. I am a 59 year old resident of Spencer County 
and have been USPS Postal employee for 24 years. My customers have become an extended 
family for me. I have watched sadly as many of them have become ill over the past 24 years 
sacrificing their health because they live in Spencer County, commonly referred to as the "the 
sacrifice zone". Everyone that lives in Spencer County wonders if they will be the next victim to 
sacrifice their health because they have opted to live here. This is not a good way to live our lives, 
always living in fear. We should not have to live our lives wondering if each and every one of us 
will be the next "sacrifice". 

My husband and I have a 23 year old daughter, a graduate of Heritage Hills High School in 
Spencer County, who is currently studying to be an Occupational Therapist in the Master's 
Program at USI in Evansville, Indiana. She will graduate in August of 2019. If this plant does get 
built, we are going to encourage her very heavily to move away from this area. Why would we 
want to sacrifice our one and only beloved daughter just so some millionaire can get richer? I 
believe this plant will drive many others away from this area as well. 

I will end my letter with a quote: "The truth is that you always know the right thing to do. The hard 
part is doing it." I beg you to do the right thing ... 
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Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Ms. Shirley Ricklefs Comments and IDEM Responses 

On December 10, 2018, Ms. Shirley Ricklefs, submitted comments to IDEM, OAQ on the draft PSD/New 
Source Construction and Part 70 Operating Permit 

Ms. Shirley Ricklefs Comment: 

I support the Southwestern IN Citizens for Quality of Life and Earth Justices comments. Please 
accept mine. 

My name is Shirley and I attended the public forum in Dale Wednesday. I shook your hand at the 
end and your all seem like good people. I don't have much to add as I feel like a lot of good 
people said it to you. 

However, I will ask one question at the end of my letter. 

First, I am writing in my own hand instead of a computer (printing so hopefully you can read some 
of it!) to show you the effects of chemo on my body. I used to be pretty good. I have many other 
side effects but we will just mention this one. I took my turn with the breast cancer in 2011. In 
July was surgery followed by 16 chemos, 33 radiations, a year off work (thankfully it was over a 
year sick leave, but I kept my job!) I've been on chemo pills for 10 years. Two checkups every 
year. My checkup was November 27 and my doctor says for the first time "you are not out of the 
woods yet!) This has hit me like a ton of bricks. Cancer like to come back in this area. As I live 
along with others with cancer. We live in the "Zone", "the SACRIFICE ZONE" I believe we are 
called. 

I'm trying my best to eat right and exercise. I can control these, but I can't control the pollutants 
that will come out of this plant. Will you help me? 

Would you want to move yourself, your family and children, grandchildren, next to this plant? 
Would you be able to eat the food from a garden and drink the water? I don't want anyone to get 
sick or die and I'm sure you wouldn't want that for your family, or anyone, would you help me? 

The plant reminds me of what hell looks like when I see a picture of it. Won't you help keep this 
out of southern Indiana? 

No amount of money is worth the lives of our families and good people. 

Please help me once. Please say no to this plant. 
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IDEM Response to Ms. Shirley Ricklefs Comment: 

Please see the following IDEM responses at the beginning of the ATSD under the General 
Statements and IDEM Responses section: 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 3 - Issuance of the Permit 
• IDEM Response to General Statement 4 - Employment, Quality of Life, Noise, Odor, 

Light Pollution, Safety, Traffic, Property Values, Tourism, Zoning, Sustainability Issues, 
Costs/Technology Issues, Funding Uncertainties, Profits, Possible Future Expansion, 
Possible Future Violations, Water Usage, Water Pollution, and Land Pollution 

• IDEM Response to General Statement 5 - Local Air Quality, Health Statistics, and Impact 
of Additional Air Pollution from this Source 

No changes to the draft permit were made as a result of this statement. 

Additional Changes 

IDEM, OAQ has decided to make additional revisions to the permit as described below, with deleted 
language as strikeo1,J!s and new language bolded. 

(a) IDEM, OAQ received a revised modeling spreadsheet from the source on October 23, 2018. In 
reviewing that submission, IDEM found that modeling for benzene had not included building 
downwash. Correcting the benzene modeling to include downwash, resulted in a slightly higher 
modeled impact, increasing the annual concentration from 0.0737 to 0.0966 ug/m3. Therefore, 
cumulative cancer risk results changed from 5.91e-07 to 1.29E-05, which is below the U.S. EPA 
cancer risk threshold level of 1.0E-04, which would require action or investigation .. The Hazard 
Index (HI) for the cumulative non-cancerous health effects increased from 0.0404 to 0.155, still 
below the Hazard Index (HI) risk threshold of 1.0. 

See Appendix C to this ATSD for the revised modeling analysis in its entirety. 

(b) IDEM, OAQ notes that a typographical error in the source address found in the Technical Support 
Document was repeated in Appendix B of the TSO, the public notice, and notices published in the 
newspapers. The street address in the draft permit and calculations (Appendix A of the TSO) 
were correct The correct address of the source is: 

47@4704 E 2000 N, Dale, IN 47523 
See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

(c) IDEM, OAQ has updated the construction approval date throughout the permit, as follows: 

approved in :WW2019 for construction 

(d) IDEM, OAQ has updated the model language for the regional office of the U.S. EPA in Chicago 
throughout the permit, as follows: 

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region V5 

(e) IDEM, OAQ has inserted a word unintentionally left out of descriptive information for the LP flare 
throughout the permit, as follows: 

... controlling emissions from Block 7000 
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(f) IDEM, OAQ has inserted descriptive information regarding 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ 
unintentionally left out of the emissions unit description box in Section E.16, as follows: 

(h) Utilities operations, identified as Block 6000, consisting of: 

(3) 

(4) One (1) diesel engine-driven emergency fire pump, identified as EU-6008, 
approved in 2019 for construction, with a maximum heat input capacity of 5.25 
MM Btu/hr (750 hp) (average heating value), using no add-on controls and 
exhausting to stack EU-6008. 

Under the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ, emergency fire pump EU-
6008 is an affected source. 

(g) IDEM, OAQ has inserted explanatory text that was unintentionally not included in the BACT 
analysis for flares. See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

(h) IDEM, OAQ has deleted a duplicate entry from the Step 4 table for cooling towers in the BACT 
Analysis appendix. See Appendix B to this ATSD for the revised BACT analysis in its entirety. 

(i) IDEM. OAQ has made certain changes to sulfur recovery process unit descriptions. 

Unit descriptions for Sulfur Recovery Units A and B were corrected in the Section D.4 emissions 
unit description box as follows: 

... One (1) Slllfi;r Recovery Unit A sulfur recovery unit, identified as~ Sulfur Recovery 
Unit A, approved ... 

... One (1) Slllfi;r Recovery Unit B sulfur recovery unit, identified as~ Sulfur Recovery 
Unit B, approved ... 

IDEM, OAQ updated the descriptions of Sulfur Recovery Units A and Bin emissions unit 
description boxes for Sections D.4, E.2, E.3, E.6, E.13, and E.15 where the most recent revision 
to the text had unintentionally not been copied, as follows: 

... construction, Glischarging with emergency and pressure relief streams vented to 

IDEM, OAQ has clarified various sulfur recovery process unit capacities and expressed those 
capacities in units of long tons per day (LTD) corresponding to the way thresholds are expressed 
in 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja throughout the permit as follows: 

(e) Sulfur recovery operations, identified as Block 3000, with a maximum design capacity 
of 218 long tons per day (LTD) and a bottlenecked capacity of 156 LTD, consisting 
of: 

(1) 

(3) Sulfur Recovery System, consisting of: 

(A) One (1) sulfur recovery unit, identified as Sulfur Recovery Unit A, 
approved in 2019 for construction, with a maximum design capacity of 
109 LTD, with emergency and pressure relief streams vented to the 
Block 4000 sulfur flare. 
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(i) 
(v) One (1) sulfur product pit, identified as Sulfur Product Pit A, with 

a maximum throughput capacity of 11,@11 tons of se1lf1ar per year 
109 LTD (70% of VCC capacitY:) am! a nominal capacity a1 ,8@5 
tons per year (50% of VCC capacity), discharging purge airto 
the TGTU incinerator and molten sulfur to Block 4000. 

(vi) 

(B) One (1) sulfur recovery unit, identified as Sulfur Recovery Unit B, 
approved in 2019 for construction, with a maximum design capacity of 
109 LTD, with emergency and pressure relief streams vented to the 
Block 4000 sulfur flare. 

(i) 
(v) One (1) sulfur product pit, identified as Sulfur Product Pit B, with 

a maximum throughput capacity of 44,-oH--t-0fls--0f-sulf.\lf--pef--YOaf 
109 LTD (70% of VCC capacitY:) and a nominal capacity a1 ,8@5 
kins per year (50% oP1CC capacity), discharging purge airto 
the TGTU incinerator and molten sulfur to Block 4000. 

(vi) 

U) IDEM. OAQ has corrected typographical and formatting errors in the calculations spreadsheet, 
including: 

• Moving a page break so all of the Potential to Emit After Issuance summary table 
headings appear on the same page. 

• Correcting a typographical error in the publisher name of the source cited in note 1, 
section 3, of the Block 1000 Coal Handling Operations with Bag house tab. 

• Correcting incorrect links in after-controls PM, PM10, and PM2_5 PTE formulas, not 
referenced elsewhere in the calculations, in section 3 of the Block 1500 Additive Handling 
Emissions tab. 

See Appendix A to this ATSD for the revised calculations in their entirety. 

IDEM Contact 

(a) If you have any questions regarding this permit, please contact Doug Logan, Indiana Department 
Environmental Management, Office of Air Quality, Permits Branch, 100 North Senate Avenue, 
MC 61-53 IGCN 1003, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2251, or by telephone at (317) 234-5328 or 
(800) 451-6027, and ask for Doug Logan or (317) 234-5328. 

(b) A copy of the findings is available on the Internet at: [ HYPERLINK 
"http://www.in.gov/ai/appfiles/idem-caats/" ] 

(c) For additional information about air permits and how the public and interested parties can 
participate, refer to the IDEM Air Permits page on the Internet at: [ HYPER LINK 
"http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/2356.htm" ]; and the Citizens' Guide to IDEM on the Internet at: 
[ HYPER LINK "http://www.in.gov/idem/6900.htm" ]. 
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